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MEASURING THE IMPACT OF CULTURE ON URBAN REGENERATION 
TOWARDS PROSPECTS FOR ISTANBUL ECOC 2010:                                     
THE CASE OF ZEYTINBURNU CULTURE VALLEY PROJECT 
SUMMARY 
Due to the changing economic, environmental and social conditions as well as the 
dynamic human needs the notion of urban regeneration employs urban planning 
agenda increasingly. In the current era of globalisation and the trend of free 
movement in Europe, on the other hand, interaction between the European states 
and societies enables the cultural similarities and differences be used as a tool for 
strengthening this interaction. 
At this point culture has been reinvented as a triggering, evoking and attractive 
instrument within the framework of urban regeneration policies and programmes. 
This is primarily because culture, with its social, physical and economic dimensions, 
can be a critical focus for effective and sustainable urban regeneration. 
The goal of the study is to examine culture’s contribution to urban regeneration in 
the European context, particularly through the European Capital of Culture (ECOC) 
programme as an important culture-led urban regeneration catalyst, in order to 
derive lessons for Istanbul on the way to host European Capital of Culture in the 
year 2010 and to propose a strategic approach for testing measurable culture 
related variables which have impact on urban regeneration through the case of 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project as a culture-led urban regeneration initiative in 
Istanbul. 
In the areas which are subject to extensive regeneration, it is presumed that quality 
of life and, accordingly culture, needs improving. In order to restore these 
conditions, urban regeneration practices involving culture component are required to 
be assessed and measured. Without denying the value of determining economic, 
physical and social dimensions, the impact of culture needs to be centrally 
considered and assessed in culture driven urban regeneration schemes, particularly 
as a catalyst or key player in the process. Hence, sustainability of regeneration 
activity with cultural focus depends to a great extent on evaluation of impacts of 
culture.  
Longitudinal impact assessment method implies assessing the impacts before, 
during and after the event and thus, provides support for monitoring the progression 
of impacts and legacies in the long term to release optimum benefits of urban 
regeneration schemes. In other words, this method releases beneficial inputs for the 
city and its inhabitants that are able to survive and develop beyond completion of 
the project. This concept is supported by the nature of large scale culture-led urban 
regeneration cases which leads a fragmented process that takes place over several 
years, perhaps a generation or more. A remarkable evidence for such cases is the 
European Capital of Culture (ECOC) programme as a new catalyst for culture-led 
urban regeneration in Europe. 
 xi
At more local level, in the process of adaptation to the EU as well as the 
international opportunity of ECOC 2010, Istanbul is expecting improvements in 
cultural policy and planning system. Indeed, well organized and high standardized 
culture-led urban regeneration practices will become one of the key instruments of 
Istanbul’s future success beyond ECOC event. Among the existing urban 
regeneration projects in Istanbul that are identified by the ECOC initiative to support 
the event preparations on the way to 2010, Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project is a 
comprehensive case considering all four dimensions of urban regeneration: social, 
cultural, physical and economic regeneration. Thus, Culture Valley Project of 
Zeytinburnu is undertaken in the case study in order to measure impact of culture on 
urban regeneration. 
The aim of the case study is to propose a strategic approach for testing measurable 
culture related variables which have impact on urban regeneration in order to 
introduce a guiding set of expected impacts for urban regeneration programme of 
Istanbul ECOC 2010. For this purpose, a survey is applied to 40 persons living 
within borders of the study area, around the 4 cultural focuses of Merkezefendi 
Mosque, Yenikapı Mavlavi House, Balıklı Church and Holy Spring, and Seyitnizam 
Mosque. 
Within this survey, development of cultural indicators for Culture Valley Project 
requires considering the existing literature and cases as well as the specific 
conditions of the study area. In this context, the two theoretical studies of Matarasso 
(1997) and Evans (2005) that are derived from cultural indicators literature of the 
third section, and the practical cultural indicators of Liverpool Impacts 08 model 
(2007b) which currently continue to be developed within the ongoing research 
programme will be examined at this part of the study. 
Evaluation of the case study provides a guiding set of ‘keys to success’ for achieving 
the desired impacts of culture for urban regeneration programme of Istanbul ECOC 
2010 regarding cultural, social, physical and economic dimensions. 
In conclusion, upon the opportunity of European Capital of Culture enabling a 
systematic culture-led regeneration programme, the impact of culture on urban 
regeneration should be measured for a successful culture-led regeneration scheme 
in Istanbul ECOC 2010, considering the longitudinal impact assessment method 
which offers pre, during and post assessing to release sustainable inputs for the city 
and its inhabitants. In this way effective usage of measurement and evaluation 
techniques in urban planning process can be supported leading to successful 
outcomes that can be achieved through strategic planning of Istanbul and most 
urban environments. 
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İSTANBUL 2010 AVRUPA KÜLTÜR BAŞKENTİ YOLUNDA                  
KÜLTÜRÜN KENTSEL DÖNÜŞÜM ÜZERİNDEKİ ETKİSİNİN ÖLÇÜMÜ: 
ZEYTİNBURNU KÜLTÜR VADİSİ PROJESİ ÖRNEĞİ 
ÖZET 
Değişen ekonomik, çevresel, sosyal koşullar ve dinamik toplum gereksinimleri 
nedeniyle kentsel dönüşüm konusu şehir planlama gündemini giderek artan şekilde 
meşgul etmektedir. Diğer yandan, günümüz küreselleşme çağında ve Avrupa’daki 
serbest dolaşım trendi doğrultusunda Avrupa devlet ve toplumları arasındaki 
etkileşim, kültürel benzerlik ve farklılıkların bu etkileşimin güçlendirilmesi için bir araç 
olarak kullanılmasına olanak tanımaktadır. 
Bu noktada kültür, kentsel dönüşüm politika ve programları çerçevesinde tetikleyici, 
harekete geçirici ve çekici bir araç olarak yeniden keşfedilmiştir. Bunun ana nedeni, 
kültürün sosyal, fiziksel ve ekonomik boyutları ile etkin ve sürdürülebilir kentsel 
dönüşüm için kritik bir odak oluşturabilme yetisidir. 
Bu çalışma, kültürün kentsel dönüşüme katkısını Avrupa bağlamında inceleyerek, 
özellikle bir kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm katalizörü olan Avrupa Kültür Başkenti 
yoluyla 2010 yılında bu etkinliğine ev sahipliği yapacak olan İstanbul için bir dizi ders 
çıkarmayı amaçlamakta; bu doğrultuda İstanbul’da bir kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm 
inisiyatifi olan Zeytinburnu Kültür Vadisi Projesi örneği üzerinden kentsel dönüşüme 
etki eden ölçülebilir kültürel değişkenlerin sınanması için stratejik bir yaklaşım 
önermektedir. 
Kapsamlı dönüşüme uğrayan alanlarda yaşam kalitesinin, dolayısıyla kültürün 
güçlendirilmesi gerekliliği öne çıkmaktadır. Kültür bileşeninin yer aldığı kentsel 
dönüşüm uygulamalarının ekonomik, sosyal, fiziksel ve kültürel gereksinimleri 
karşılamada başarılı olması için, kültürün etkinliğinin değerlendirilmesi ve ölçülmesi 
gerekir. Bu nedenle kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm projelerinde kültürün etkisi 
konunun merkezine çekilmeli, süreç içinde bir katalizör veya anahtar oyuncu olarak 
ele alınmalıdır. Kültür odaklı dönüşüm aktivitesinin sürdürülebilirliği büyük oranda 
kültürün etkisinin değerlendirilmesine bağlıdır. 
Kültürün etkisinin ölçümü için kullanılan ‘boylamsal etki değerlendirmesi’ yöntemi 
etkilerin uygulama ya da etkinliğin öncesinde, sırasında ve sonrasında ölçümünü 
öngörerek projenin uzun vadeli gelişiminin izlenmesini desteklemekte, böylece 
kentsel dönüşüm projelerinden optimum fayda çıkarımına katkıda bulunmaktadır. 
Diğer bir deyişle, yöntem, kent ve kent sakinleri için faydalı girdiler sağlayarak, bu 
faydaları proje süresinin ötesine taşımaktadır. Boylamsal etki değerlendirmesinin 
kullanıldığı uzun vadeli ve büyük ölçekli kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm çalışmaları 
arasında dikkat çeken bir örnek, Avrupa’da kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm için yeni 
bir katalizör olarak öne çıkan Avrupa Kültür Başkenti (AKB) programıdır. 
Daha yerel ölçekte ise, AB’ye uyum sürecinde AKB 2010 gibi bir uluslararası fırsata 
sahip olan İstanbul, kültürel politika ve planlama sisteminde gelişmelere gebedir. 
Gerçekten de iyi organize edilmiş ve yüksek standartlı kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm 
uygulamaları, İstanbul’un AKB etkinliğinin ötesinde gelecekteki başarısında anahtar 
araçlardan biri olacaktır. 
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İstanbul 2010 inisiyatifi tarafından hazırlık etkinlikleri arasında tanımlanan 
Zeytinburnu Kültür Vadisi Projesi, aynı kapsamda yer alan diğer projelerle 
karşılaştırıldığında kentsel dönüşümün dört boyutunu da dikkate alan bir çalışma 
olarak karşımıza çıkmaktadır. Bu nedenle, örnek çalışma kapsamında kültürün 
kentsel dönüşüm üzerindeki etkisinin ölçümü için Zeytinburnu Kültür Vadisi Projesi 
ele alınmaktadır. 
Örnek çalışmanın amacı, kentsel dönüşüme etki eden kültürel değişkenlerin 
sınanması için bir yaklaşım önermek ve bu doğrultuda İstanbul 2010 kapsamındaki 
kentsel dönüşüm programı için rehber niteliğinde bir dizi beklenen etki elde etmektir. 
Bu amaçla, proje kapsamında tanımlanan Merkezefendi Camii, Yenikapı 
Mevlevihanesi, Balıklı Rum Kilise ve Ayazması ile Seyitnizam Camii’den oluşan dört 
kültür odağı çevresinde, çalışma alanı sınırları içinde yaşayan 40 kişiye yöneltilen bir 
anket çalışması yapılmıştır. 
Kültür Vadisi Projesi kültürel indikatörleri, mevcut bilimsel literatür ve uygulamaların 
yanısıra alana özgü koşullara bağlı olarak oluşturulmuştur. Bu bağlamda araştırma 
anketi, Matarasso (1997) ve Evans’ın (2005) teorik çalışmalarında tanımlanan 
indikatörler ile Liverpool 2008 kapsamında yürütülen Impacts 08 modelinin (2007b) 
halen geliştirilmekte ve uygulanmakta olan kültürel indikatörlerini temel alarak, 
çalışma alanına özgün indikatörlerle güçlendirilmiştir. 
Örnek çalışmanın değerlendirmesi, İstanbul AKB 2010’un kentsel dönüşüm 
programının beklenen etkilerinin elde edilmesi için kültürel, sosyal, fiziksel ve 
ekonomik boyutları içine alan rehber niteliğinde ‘başarı anahtarları’ sağlamaktadır. 
Sonuç olarak, Avrupa Kültür Başkenti’nin sunduğu kültür odaklı kentsel dönüşüm 
uygulaması fırsatı doğrultusunda İstanbul AKB 2010 kapsamında başarılı bir 
dönüşüm programı için kültürün kentsel dönüşüm üzerindeki etkisi ölçülmeli, bu 
etkiler yoluyla kent ve kent sakinleri adına sürdürülebilir faydalar sağlamak için ise 
boylamsal etki değerlendirmesi yöntemi kullanılmalıdır. Böylece şehir planlama 
sürecinde ölçme ve değerlendirme tekniklerinin etkin kullanımı yoluyla İstanbul’un ve 
birçok kentsel çevrenin stratejik planlamasında başarılı çıktılar elde edilebilir. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Like the case throughout the world, most of today’s population in Europe lives in the 
urban areas. Due to the changing economic, environmental and social conditions as 
well as the dynamic human needs the notion of urban regeneration employs urban 
planning agenda increasingly. In the current era of globalisation and the trend of free 
movement in Europe, on the other hand, interaction between the European states 
and societies enables the cultural similarities and differences be used as a tool for 
strengthening this interaction. 
At this point culture has been reinvented as a triggering, evoking and attractive 
instrument within the framework of urban regeneration policies and programmes. 
This is primarily because culture, with its social, physical and economic dimensions, 
can be a critical focus for effective and sustainable urban regeneration. 
1.1. Goals and Scope of the Study 
The goal of the study is to examine culture’s contribution to urban regeneration in 
the European context, particularly through the European Capital of Culture (ECOC) 
programme as an important culture-led urban regeneration catalyst, in order to 
derive lessons for Istanbul on the way to host European Capital of Culture in the 
year 2010 and to propose a strategic approach for testing measurable culture 
related variables which have impact on urban regeneration through the case of 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project as a culture-led urban regeneration initiative in 
Istanbul. Thus, this study aims to support effective usage of measurement and 
evaluation techniques in urban planning process. 
According to the above mentioned goal the literature research which is expounded 
in the second and third sections of the study explores the concept of urban 
regeneration within European context in the second section in the means of concept 
definitions and policy review, and adds the dimension of culture to urban 
regeneration by exploring its contribution and characteristics as well as models of 
urban regeneration in relation to the role of culture. Third section of the study 
advances the discourse to involve impact of culture on urban regeneration including 
the general descriptions, cultural indicators as a tool to explore the impacts and 
methods to measure them. 
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Reviewing the interaction between urban regeneration and culture within European 
context requires exploring the ECOC programme as an important catalyst for the 
practical implementation of this interaction. This is the extent of the fourth section. 
Thus, ECOC programme is undertaken in this section to involve the general 
descriptions and the influence of urban regeneration on the programme, the 
exemplary case of Liverpool ECOC 2008 which provides evidence and good 
practice in measuring culture’s impacts on regeneration process, and lastly, the 
case of Istanbul ECOC 2010 which is considered as an opportunity to perform 
successful practices of this interaction in Turkey. 
Testing the impact of culture on urban regeneration in the local context through a 
case of culture-led urban regeneration project will lead the study to derive solid, 
realistic and practical outcomes. Therefore fifth section of the study presents the 
case study of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project to measure the impact of culture on 
urban regeneration. 
In the conclusion section of this study main arguments of theoretical inputs and the 
case study are compiled to provide guiding recommendations for Istanbul ECOC 
2010 to support the practical implementation of culture driven regeneration 
programmes. 
1.2. Methodology of the Study 
This study attempts to respond to some basic questions, questions that emerge 
from a concern with the implication inherent in the central concept: ‘measuring the 
impact of culture on urban regeneration’. These questions can be summerized as 
follows: 
▪ What is ‘urban regeneration’ and how does culture ‘lead’ it? 
▪ What is the role of ‘impacts’ of culture over urban regeneration? 
▪ What tools are used to ‘measure’ impact of culture in Europe? 
▪ What is the relation of ‘ECOC’ with the impact of culture on urban 
regeneration? 
▪ What is the most appropriate ‘measurement method’ for assessing culture-
led regeneration schemes such as ECOC? 
▪ What should ‘Istanbul ECOC 2010’ do to achieve positive feedbacks from 
urban regeneration programme in relation to the activity of culture? 
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The above group of questions largely concerns the meaning, emergence and use of 
the concept of culture’s impacts on urban regeneration. There are a number of 
possible routes that can be taken to offer a substantial response to these questions. 
In this study the following sequence of methodology is used to enlighten the subject: 
▪ Review of published and online literature for discourses of urban 
regeneration, culture and the impact of culture within European context 
▪ Analysis of cultural indicators as evidence of impact of culture on urban 
regeneration 
▪ Review of ECOC as a vivid and strong EU initiative combining culture and 
urban regeneration 
▪ Analysis of Liverpool ECOC 2008 example for its special programme, 
Impacts 08’, to measure impact of culture on urban regeneration 
▪ Review of Istanbul ECOC 2010 as a new catalyst for urban regeneration in 
Turkey 
▪ The case of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project to test the cultural indicators 
through longitudinal impact assessment method 
− Case study indicators derived from the two comprehensive European 
compilations of Matarasso (1997) and Evans (2005), Impacts 08’ 
Programme of Liverpool ECOC 2008 and original contribution. 
− Testing and scoring of the cultural indicators questionnaire addressed 
to the representatives and inhabitants of case study area 
▪ Assessment of the research evidence, findings and case study to assist 
Istanbul ECOC 2010 initiatives for achieving successful culture-led urban 
regeneration practice 
The robustness of the research evidence and findings has been assessed in the 
evaluation chapter of each section. Positive and negative evidence and critiques 
have been considered where seen necessary. Overall, where particular trends in 
evaluation and outcomes are evident, these have been used to make suggestions in 
the conclusion section as these are the most important in ensuring successful 
culture driven urban regeneration projects. The case study serves as the spinal 
basis for the suggestions. This assessment is aimed at reaching transferable or 
generalisable conclusions in the context of the study. 
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The works cited in this study involve reference to widely cited books, reports, 
international and national articles, papers, and online sources which involve policies, 
strategies, guidelines, evaluations and cases of the related topics. The range of 
references is attended to consider widely cited literature, geographical and 
chronological penetration, and current/actual tendencies including perceptions of 
various authors. 
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2. URBAN REGENERATION AND CULTURE: AN OVERVIEW OF EUROPEAN 
POLICY AND CONTEXT 
The increasing population and thus the dynamic nature of urban areas which 
continuously change in form and function require a variety of theoretical and 
practical interventions throughout the world. The concept of urban regeneration 
emerging in order to improve physical, social and economic conditions of urban 
areas lead to several policies, strategies and implementation programmes that are 
developed at international, national and local levels. Europe and its strong alliance 
of EU pay particular importance to urban regeneration within urban policies. 
In the last few decades European regeneration practice is integrated and supported 
through particular concepts. Being one of them, culture is increasingly seen as a 
useful catalyst for urban regeneration. Cultural policies in Europe are considered as 
a tool to influence and shape urban policy and strategies which lead to prosperous 
reflections reviewed and followed through the world. Thus, it is necessary to review 
the concepts of urban regeneration and culture in European context. 
2.1. Urban Regeneration Concept within European Perspective 
Urban regeneration generally refers to urban transformation through the redesign, 
reconstruction and often re-allocation of urban land. The term initially denoted land 
reclamation or rectifying severe urban decay and it is now popular in relation to 
urban design and planning or cultural planning (DETR, 2000a; Amin et al., 2002; 
DCLG, 2003). 
As the UNCHS (2004) report, namely ‘The State of the World’s Cities’ illustrates, 
urban regeneration is now a global phenomena, adopted as an explicit urban policy 
by many of the world major cities of all continents including Europe. 
Urban regeneration can still be used as a synonym for land development or simply 
rebuilding. Throughout the 1980s the term gained a general usage largely within 
urban policy and social initiatives, and most regeneration concerned de-
industrialised urban areas. 
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Before reviewing the evolution of European urban regeneration policy it is necessary 
to discuss the definition and importance of urban regeneration and the existing 
urban concepts revealed within regeneration agenda. 
2.1.1. Definition and Importance of Urban Regeneration 
There are various types of definitions for urban regeneration most of which show 
fundamental similarities. In widely accepted means, the term urban regeneration has 
been defined as the transformation of a place (residential, commercial or open 
space) that has displayed the symptoms of physical, social and/or economic decline 
(DCMS, 2004a; Evans, 2005). It can also be described as breathing new life and 
vitality into an ailing community, industry and area bringing sustainable, long term 
improvements to local quality of life, including economic, social and environmental 
needs (LGA, 2000). 
Being a response to decline, or degeneration, regeneration can be described as the 
renewal, revival, revitalisation or transformation of a place or community (IFACCA, 
2006). Regeneration is both a process and an outcome. It can have physical, 
economic and social dimensions, and the three commonly coexist. 
For a concise definition of urban regeneration and its interconnected concerns, 
Catterall (1998) offers the following: 
▪ the environment (including the urban/rural interface) and sustainability; 
▪ information technology, communications (including transport) and citizen 
involvement; 
▪ the relationship between local and external needs in urban development, 
employment, the needs and energies of the poor and marginalised; 
▪ an approach to architecture, planning and cultural policy and to ethical 
concerns that is related to the three dimensions mentioned above. 
As observed in Catterall (1998)’s above distinctions urban regeneration can be 
corresponded to several different concepts within urban planning discipline. For 
instance, the concept of ‘sustainability’ has recently become one of the central 
issues to the discourse of urban regeneration. There are many definitions of 
sustainability within regeneration, but the generally accepted description is that “a 
sustainable city is a city that works so that all its citizens are able to meet their own 
needs without endangering the well being of the natural world or the living conditions 
of other people now or in the future” (SLT, 1997). The idea of sustainable 
regeneration is important because communities have enormous expectations of 
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urban regeneration programmes. These schemes are demanded to address several 
problems such as deindustrialisation and deconcentration of people and jobs; 
revitalisation of derelict and contaminated land and destructed housing areas; and 
poverty and unemployment, long-standing failures of education and training 
systems, lack of adult basic skills, crime and vandalism, and so on (Carley and Kirk, 
1998). Thus, sustainable urban regeneration concept refers to sustaining economic, 
physical and social dimensions of urban regeneration practice.  
It now seems to be the case that the single term ‘regeneration’ generally signifies 
the more basic industrial land physical reconstitution and development, whereas 
‘urban regeneration’ refers to the development of the orbit of social habitation: it 
involves communities and the social-cultural infrastructure (Vickery, 2007). The 
extent to which the physical infrastructure of the urban environment determines the 
experience of communities and human lives is a question that has recently been 
pointed out. Thus, besides the course of sustainability, these specifications also 
reveal the importance of ‘quality of life’. Urban regeneration is about the physical, 
social and economic well-being of an area and inhabitants which means achieving 
the desired quality of life in the neighbourhoods. This is as much about the quality of 
the public realm as it is about the buildings themselves (ODPM, 2004). Quality of life 
therefore has become a major policy concept, and animates the discourse of urban 
regeneration. 
Additionally, the well-being of inhabitants requires the intensive consideration of 
resident perceptions. This introduces another important social concept that should 
be taken into account within urban regeneration schemes: ‘participation’. 
Participation can be a major driving force in urban regeneration by which not only 
social but also other aspects of planning agenda can be shaped according to local 
needs. This will also secure the maintenance of planning principles and decisions by 
the community. 
The above descriptions can be extended to numerous aspects according to the 
perspective urban regeneration is examined. Urban regeneration and its 
interconnected concerns are also observed in the evolution of European urban 
regeneration policy. 
2.1.2. Review of Urban Regeneration Policy in EU Context 
Reviewing the process of urban regeneration policy in European context will provide 
important clues for the analysis of existing components and catalysts of urban 
regeneration. 
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The history of urban regeneration in Europe stands back to 1940s, to the beginning 
reconstruction process after World War II. In the immediate period after 1945 
repairing wartime damage and reconstructing the fabric of towns and cities, many of 
which had been neglected for years, initially took priority (Roberts, 2000). This 
process of reconstruction was seen as a task of national –even international– 
importance throughout Europe. The emphasis in the 1940s and 1950s was on 
reconstruction, replacement and the eradication of the physical problems of the 
past. As Couch (1990) states government-led, with enthusiastic support from local 
authorities and the private sector alike, the priorities of slum clearance and 
reconstruction led to the embrace of ‘high-rise housing and industrialised building 
techniques’. 
Table 2.1: The evolution of urban regeneration at European context (Roberts, 2000) 
Period Policy 
Type 
1950s 
Reconstruction 
1960s 
Revitalisation 
1970s 
Renewal 
1980s 
Redevelopment 
1990s 
Regeneration 
Major strategy 
and 
orientation 
Reconstruction 
and extension 
of older areas 
of towns and 
cities often 
based on a 
‘masterplan’; 
suburban 
growth 
Continuation 
of 1950s 
theme; 
suburban and 
peripheral 
growth; some 
early attempts 
at 
rehabilitation 
Focus on insitu 
renewal and 
neighbourhood 
schemes; still 
development at 
periphery 
Many major 
schemes of 
development 
and 
redevelopment; 
flagship 
projects; out of 
town projects 
Move towards 
a more 
comprehensive 
form of policy 
and practice; 
more 
emphasis on 
integrated 
treatments 
Key actors 
and 
stakeholders 
National and 
local 
government; 
private sector 
developers 
and 
contractors 
Move towards 
a greater 
balance 
between 
public and 
private 
sectors 
Growing role of 
private sector 
and 
decentralisation 
in local 
government 
Emphasis on 
private sector 
and special 
agencies; 
growth of 
partnerships 
Partnership the 
dominant 
approach 
Spatial level 
of activity 
Emphasis on 
local and site 
levels 
Regional level 
of activity 
emerged 
Regional and 
local levels 
initially; later 
more local 
emphasis 
In early 1980s 
focus on site; 
later emphasis 
on local level 
Reintroduction 
of strategic 
perspective 
Economic 
focus 
Public sector 
investment 
with some 
private sector 
involvement 
Continuing 
from 1950s 
with growing 
influence of 
private 
investment 
Resource 
constraints in 
public sector 
and growth of 
private 
investment 
Private sector 
dominant with 
selective public 
funds 
Greater 
balance 
between 
public, private 
and voluntary 
funding 
Social content Improvement 
of housing and 
living 
standards 
Social and 
welfare 
improvement 
Community-
based action 
and greater 
empowerment 
Community 
self-help with 
very selective 
state support 
Emphasis on 
the role of 
community 
Physical 
emphasis 
Replacement 
of inner areas 
and peripheral 
development 
Some 
continuation 
from 1950s 
with parallel 
rehabilitation 
of existing 
areas 
More extensive 
renewal of 
older urban 
areas 
Major schemes 
of replacement 
and new 
development; 
‘flagship 
schemes’ 
More modest 
than 1980s; 
heritage and 
retention 
Environmental 
approach 
Landscaping 
and some 
greening 
Selective 
improvements 
Environmental 
improvement 
with some 
innovations 
Growth of 
concern for 
wider approach 
to environment 
Introduction of 
broader idea of 
environmental 
sustainability 
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By the mid-1960s growing dissatisfaction with slum clearance and the resulting 
decanting of population to peripheral estates, together with a more participatory and 
decentralised approach to government, led to a series of adjustments to policy 
(Roberts, 2000). In the urban policy field this change in priorities resulted in an 
increased emphasis on improvement and renewal. This ‘discovery’ of the city 
together with the first uncertain steps towards the generation of urban policy, led to 
a major expansion of urban initiatives during the 1970s (Turok, 1987). Effects of the 
increase of initiatives in this period were a series of attempts to improve coordination 
between the previously separate economic, social and physical notions of policy. 
Many of the urban policy initiatives of the 1970s initially continued into the 1980s, 
although substantial modifications and additions were subsequently introduced 
(Turok, 1987). During the 1980s there was a move away from the idea that the 
central state should or could provide all of the resources required in order to support 
policy interventions. This new policy stance in Europe was matched by a greater 
emphasis on the role of partnership. Turok (1987) states that the more commercial 
style of urban redevelopment evident in the 1980s reflected yet another set of 
changes in the nature and structure of political philosophy and control. 
Further adjustments to the form and operation of urban policy have occurred in the 
1990s, with a move back to a more consensual style of politics and the recognition 
of a series of new problems and challenges (Vickery, 2007). It was during this 
decade that the ‘cultural’ dimension of urban regeneration appeared strongly in 
policy contexts, and it did so most visibly through two practices: urban design 
(including architecture) and public art (DETR, 2000c). The national policy 
statements on ‘design’ in urban regeneration were stronger, placing design matters 
as central to urban and economic planning (DOE, 1997; DETR, 2000b; DETR 
2000c). The prospect of integrating design, cultural activities and urban regeneration 
gave rise to some imaginative policy claims: Vickery (2007) claims that a review of 
any literature on the subject from the mid-1990s – policy, professional advocacy or 
critical literature – will find the following common aspirations for urban regeneration: 
▪ the ‘humanization’ of the built environment – where the urban-physical 
infrastructure gives priority to people and public life, not roads or buildings; 
▪ the reconstruction of civic identity and expression of collective aspirations; 
▪ a creative interaction between culture and commerce, social and institutional 
life; 
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▪ inspiring visionary ideas providing an impetus for cultural change and social 
participation without traditional social divisions; 
▪ a visible expression of international cultural consciousness; 
▪ an enlightened integration of advanced environmental, ecological and 
material technology. 
Urban regeneration has thus become a strong self-sustaining discourse with the 
support from governments to academic studies. As mentioned above, in more 
recent policy contexts the term regeneration has regained some of its older 
metaphoric uses, as an organic metaphor with a range of meanings from the 
renewal of national culture to the ‘holistic’ growth of sustainable communities, and 
has been central to national ‘urban policy’ now for the last three decades (Lees, 
2003; Bailey et al., 2004; Amin et al., 2000). Looking at the point it has reached 
today, it is possible to say that urban regeneration is in close relationship with 
cultural context concerning city-wide, national and international scales. 
2.2. Discourse of Culture and Regeneration 
Reviewing the evolution of urban regeneration in Europe in the process beginning in 
1940s, it is possible to state that at national, regional and local policy framework 
levels there has been a concerted political effort in Europe to integrate urban 
regeneration and cultural elements. As the major UN Habitat report ‘The State of the 
World’s Cities’ (UNCHS, 2004) demonstrates, global urban change is now 
characterised by alignments of economic and social with cultural forces. Thus, in 
many parts of the world, cultural facilities and activities are increasingly being 
exploited as a ‘driver’, or at least an important player, in physical, economic and 
social regeneration. 
As indicated in the previous chapter, culture has also become central to urban 
regeneration programmes throughout Europe. Over the past decade the 
development of a city-based cultural policy has become an indispensable tool in re-
imagining and regenerating cities (Mooney, 2004). Cities are increasingly using 
cultural events to improve their image, stimulate urban development and attract 
visitors and investment. Harvey (1991) claims that cities and their hinterlands have 
become stages for a continual stream of events, which lead eventually to the 
‘festivalisation’ of the city and ‘festival marketplaces’. Indeed, he maintains that the 
growth of events is a feature of the increasingly rapid turnover of consumption. In 
such a climate, cultural events in Europe serve as a means of improving the image 
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of cities, adding life to city streets and giving citizens renewed pride in their home 
city. The concept of culture in European context, therefore will be examined with its 
policies and contributions in relation to urban regeneration. 
2.2.1. Role of Culture within Urban Regeneration Framework 
Culture is a vast concept which is integrated from sociological field of interest to 
tourism, from arts and performances to urban regeneration. The Department of 
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS, 2004a) of UK defines culture as: 
▪ visual and performing arts (e.g. painting, sculpture, photography, crafts, 
theatre, dance, opera, live music); 
▪ audio-visual (including film, TV and radio); 
▪ architecture and design; 
▪ heritage and the historic environment; 
▪ libraries and literature; 
▪ museums, galleries and archives; 
▪ and tourism, as it relates to the above. 
Being a comprehensive concept, culture embraces a wide variety of activities, 
places, values and beliefs that contribute to a sense of identity and well-being for 
everyone in the societies. DCMS (2004b; 2004c) underlines this by expressing that 
it is about the way of life and quality of life – it is about what people choose to do - 
cultural services and activities are the ones people prefer for rather than have 
imposed on them. 
Through culture, communities are provided with both a shared sense of place and a 
vision of where their community is heading. It is critical that each community 
understands and explores the ways in which its local culture encompasses and 
expresses what is best about its way of life. The community should also be 
supported in playing a full and active role in realising its aspirations. 
In discussing culture and regeneration frequently used terms include culture, the 
arts, the creative industries or economy, the cultural industries, cultural quarters, the 
creative class and the creative city. Used in the urban regeneration context, culture 
is often thought of as using cultural resources, such as the arts, sport, food, visitor 
attractions and faith, to shift patterns of behaviour and mobilise potential in order to 
achieve economic, social and environmental goals (Comedia, 2004). Thus, in this 
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study the terms ‘culture’ and ‘cultural’ are used to embrace the use of all kinds of 
cultural resources in this way. 
Hughes (1998) determines the importance of culture in urban regeneration in a 
concise manner: “My own blunt evaluation of regeneration programmes that don’t 
have a culture component is they don’t work. Communities have to be energised, 
they have to be given some hope, and they have to have the creative spirit 
released”. Indeed, the use of culture as an instrument for achieving wider social and 
economic goals is nowhere more apparent than in cities (Evans, 2001; Griffiths et 
al., 2003). In the current era of globalization many cities have turned to culture as a 
means of gaining competitive advantage. Across Europe, North America and 
elsewhere, cities have developed strategies to mobilize their cultural resources to 
help capture mobile investment, attract high spending visitors, strengthen regional 
identity, and foster local support for regeneration programmes (Griffiths, 2006). 
Culture is a source of prosperity and cosmopolitanism in the process of international 
urban competitiveness through hosting international events, inspiring creativity and 
innovation, driving high growth business sectors such as creative industries, 
commercial leisure and tourism, and increasing profile and name recognition (Miles 
and Paddison, 2005). It is a means of spreading the benefits of success to all 
citizens, through its capacity to engender social and human capital, improve life 
skills and transform the organisational capacity to handle and respond to change. It 
defines a rich, shared identity and thus engenders pride of place and inter-
communal understanding, contributing to people’s sense of confidence (Comedia, 
2003). 
Indeed, while regeneration operations involve many areas of public intervention, an 
increasing number of cities in Europe are looking at cultural, retail and entertainment 
redevelopments to attract people back into the city (Bassett, 1993; Zukin, 1995; 
Bianchini, 1999; Law, 2000). A great deal of attention has been given in recent 
years to the use of arts and culture as a means of bringing about ‘holistic’ urban 
regeneration outcomes (Bianchini and Parkinson, 1993; Ebert et al., 1994; Evans 
and Dawson, 1994). 
However, critiques of culture focused urban regeneration practice argue that cultural 
projects are not necessarily more effective than other types of economic 
development in achieving regeneration (Bennett, 1995; Hansen, 1995). In addition, 
the requirements of image-building to meet the needs of investors may also override 
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wider objectives, so that physical improvements may be largely ‘symbolic’ in value 
(Harvey, 1989). 
On the other hand, Landry et al. (1996) attract attention on the fact that culture 
driven regeneration initiatives may be aimed primarily at highspending visitors, 
which may have the effect of excluding those who lack access to new facilities. Such 
problems have been compounded in those cases where high-profile city centre 
cultural projects have actually diverted public funds away from concentrations of 
disadvantage. Furthermore, even within ‘improved’ areas, there may be signs of 
negative effects such as the displacement of lower-value uses (Harvey, 1989; Evans 
and Dawson, 1994). 
It is possible to enhance the positive and negative critiques on the role and 
effectiveness of culture on urban regeneration. Still, the above mentioned comments 
of both faces of perceptions can serve as evidence of inevitable importance and 
influence of culture over European urban regeneration policy and practice. 
2.2.2. Characteristics of European Cultural Policy within Urban Regeneration 
Context 
As for the examination of relation with European urban regeneration context 
mentioned in the previous chapter, cultural policy emerged as a feature of urban 
regeneration following the rapid restructuring and associated social and economic 
regenerations that many cities experienced in the 1970s and early 1980s. In 
general, the policy fields of urban and cultural policy are basically bound up with EU 
wide policy formations on four levels: environmental, urban planning, economic and 
aesthetic characteristics. 
According to Vickery’s (2007) overview, the first characteristic, ‘environmental policy’ 
is a large and complex policy field, and cultural policy is generally considered within 
the agenda of ‘sustainable development’ within environmental policy context. 
Second is ‘urban planning’, now a part of the broader ‘spatial strategy’. An EU 
conference of ministers and planners has been held regularly since 1970, and in 
1983 produced what is known as the Torremolinas Charter, a European regional 
spatial charter of principles. The third and fourth EU characteristics of urban and 
cultural policy are ‘economic’ and ‘aesthetic’: the economic is evident, and a tangible 
force in urban regeneration in the form of the European Regional Development 
Fund, which contributes to most major infrastructural developments in Europe; the 
aesthetic one would expect to be non-tangible, but is, however, equally as tangible 
in the form of adoption by architects, urban planners and developers of the use of 
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the ‘plaza’, boulevard and street café as necessary components of urban re-design 
(Vickery, 2007). 
From the legal point of view, Article 151 (formerly 128) of the European Commission 
Treaty grants available headings (European Commission, 1998). However, these 
grants were allocated to limited occasions as the broad scope of the concept of 
culture prohibited a focus upon specific priorities. Banus (2002) summerizes that 
these funds mainly financed measures to protect the architectural and 
archaeological heritage; support for archives; the choice of a cultural capital and 
cultural month; grants to train cultural advisers and other professionals related to 
culture (particularly translators and restorers); promoting theatre and music; 
European literature and translation awards; support for translations, particularly of 
works in minority languages, and the network of European Translation Colleges; 
financing the European Youth Orchestra and the Baroque Orchestra; exhibitions for 
young artists; promoting reading for youth; library cooperation. 
In the Europe-wide study, Cultural Policy and Urban Regeneration, of Bianchini and 
Parkinson (1993), the increasingly strategic function of cultural policy within 
European cities’ urban regeneration, city marketing and economic development is 
revealed. The conceptual framework emphasized in this study is the governance 
and management of inner cities, where social, cultural and economic issues were 
not distinct in the realms of urban development policy and its implementation. The 
initial context of urban regeneration analysis for cultural policy research tends to be 
the study of the city as a distinct socio-geographic entity (Bianchini and Parkinson, 
1993). 
In a 1996 study of the role of cultural activity in urban regeneration, Landry et al. 
(1996) described 15 case studies of cities in Britain and Western Europe where 
cultural activity had been used as the motor for individual and community 
development. Cultural programmes in these cities were seen to bring a number of 
important benefits, including: enhancing social cohesion; improving local image; 
reducing offending behaviour; promoting interest in the local environment; 
developing self-confidence; building private and public sector partnerships; exploring 
identities; enhancing organisational capacity; supporting independence; and 
exploring visions of the future. 
In order to strengthen the social interaction dimension and distribution of benefits in 
EU context ‘Culture 2000’ programme was established by the European Parliament 
in February 2000. As Banus (2002) outlines, this programme contributed ‘to the 
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promotion of a cultural area common to the European peoples’ in the following 
ways: 
▪ Specific innovative and/or experimental actions; 
▪ Integrated actions, covered by structured, multiannual transnational cultural 
cooperation agreements; 
▪ Special cultural events with a European or international dimension, such as 
the European Capital of Culture and the Cultural Month programmes. 
Culture 2000 programme declared the objectives of ‘highlighting the cultural 
diversity’ and the ‘sharing and highlighting’ of ‘the common cultural heritage of 
European significance’ (Shore, 2001). And, in the spirit of Article 151 of the Treaty of 
Rome, it comprised ‘a single financing and programming instrument for cultural 
cooperation’ (European Commission, 1998). 
In line with the developments in cultural policy outlined above, following several 
decades focusing on regional development cultural action in the EU has 
progressively shifted towards more localised initiatives in urban environments, with 
schemes such as the European Capital of Culture, previously named City of Culture. 
Evans (2003) suggests that by this scheme structural economic adjustment policies 
and funding have been diverted into culture driven urban regeneration practice. 
Indeed, for a more specific description, after the Commonwelath Games in 
Manchester 2002, with Liverpool as European Capital of Culture 2008 in view, and 
the preparation of a London Olympic bid for the 2012 Games which is in progress, 
the UK is in a particularly good position to strengthen the role of urban cultural policy 
in the context of major events (Garcia, 2004). The challenge for the European 
countries, as for the UK, is to address the difficult balance between the economic, 
social, physical and cultural dimensions of event-driven urban regeneration. 
The relation between culture and urban regeneration policies mentioned so far 
denotes the ascending scope of cultural activity in urban policies, urban 
regeneration in particular, in the spectrum from broad policies to events. 
Consequently, it is possible to bring distinct definitions to urban regeneration due to 
the level of effectiveness of cultural activity. 
2.2.3. Models of Urban Regeneration Through Cultural Projects 
Evidence of ‘regenerative effects’ can be searched where culture is a driver, a 
catalyst or at least a key player in the process of urban regeneration or renewal. As 
the extent of culture’s inclusion within urban regeneration schemes differs, it is 
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possible to identify several types of models concerning the contribution of culture to 
these. In their report for DCMS on the contribution of culture to urban regeneration, 
Evans and Shaw (2004) outline three quite distinct alignments between culture and 
urban regeneration: culture-led regeneration, cultural regeneration, and culture and 
regeneration. This distinction of three models of urban regeneration is widely 
accepted and cited concerning the research field. Thus, it would be useful to 
examine them with a brief definition based on the work of Evans and Shaw (2004) 
and the descriptive study of Evans (2005): 
▪ Culture-led Regeneration 
In this model, cultural activity is seen as the catalyst and engine of regeneration. 
The activity is likely to have a high-public profile and frequently to be cited as the 
sign or symbol of regeneration, particularly as the cultural flagship or complex. 
The activity might be the design and construction (or reuse) of a building or 
buildings for public or mixed use; the reclamation of open space (for example, 
garden festivals, EXPO sites); or the introduction of a programme of activity 
which is used to rebrand a place, notably arts ‘festivals’, events and public art 
schemes. 
▪ Cultural Regeneration 
In this model, cultural activity is more integrated into an area strategy alongside 
other activities in the environmental, social and economic sphere. Examples 
include the city of Birmingham where, at an early stage of the city’s 
‘renaissance’, ‘culture’ was incorporated with mainstream policy, planning and 
resourcing; and in the ‘exemplar’ cultural city Barcelona which early on took an 
urban design, cultural planning and creative quarter approach, which is still 
recreating itself through the further expansion from the old city out to the former 
Olympic village site and declining Poblanou industrial district. 
▪ Culture and Regeneration 
In this ‘model by default’, cultural activity is not fully integrated at the strategic 
development or master planning stage, often because the responsibilities for 
cultural provision and for regeneration sit within different departments or 
because there is no ‘champion’. Such interventions are often small: a public art 
programme for office development, once the buildings have been designed; a 
heritage interpretation or local history museum tucked away in the corner of a 
reclaimed industrial site. Although introduced at a later stage, cultural 
interventions can make an impact on the regeneration process, enhancing the 
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facilities and services that were initially planned. It is important to note that the 
lack of discernible cultural activity or provision within a regeneration scheme 
does not necessarily mean that cultural activity is absent, only that it is not being 
promoted (or recognised) as part of the process. 
All three of these models may offer examples of good and bad practice. ‘Culture-led 
regeneration’ projects might be too ambitious in their projections and landmark 
buildings that fail to reach their overall aims (in terms of audience numbers, profiles 
and income generated) or secure community ownership. There may be ‘culture and 
regeneration’ projects in which arts programmes are adapted to previous poorly 
conceived developments in an attempt to improve their appearance, to animate a 
place or to secure community involvement. There is less risk of the failures of 
‘cultural regeneration’ projects, because these are, by their definition, continuous 
and adaptable and therefore less likely to fail in regeneration terms. 
2.3. Evaluation of Urban Regeneration and Culture in European Context 
Cities throughout Europe have, from the late 1970s, undergone a process of urban 
restructuring which is more distinctively identified as urban regeneration. In order to 
manage the economic, social, and physical decline in the urban areas policymakers 
and urban commentators have introduced the regeneration activities at a range of 
different scales of urban planning. 
The literature research shows that culture is being seen by some policy makers and 
planners as an insurance policy against future decline, and by some public and 
private investors as a value-added distinction and as an accelerator of development. 
Thus, urban regeneration policy and programmes depend on cultural activities by 
expecting them to create the confidence that the communities are looked after and 
involved in urban-cultural activity. This scheme is certainly supported by the evoking 
nature of cultural activities which tend to attract a number of visitors and 
dissemination mechanisms. 
It is increasingly recognised that urban regeneration initiatives should aim for holistic 
and sustainable regeneration if they are to be effective in the longer term. 
Accordingly, the word ‘holistic’ here needs to involve the necessary emphasis on 
cultural policy and activities since the use of culture can be a critical focus for 
effective and successful urban regeneration practice. Still, the level of contribution of 
culture to urban regeneration may vary according to aim, scope and scale of the 
regeneration activity. 
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Whichever model definition is regarded for the relation between culture and urban 
regeneration, the solid contribution of culture can be evaluated through its ‘impacts’ 
on urban regeneration. Thus, it is necessary to explore the recognition and 
measurement basis of impact of culture. 
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3. MEASURING THE IMPACT OF CULTURE THROUGH URBAN 
REGENERATION 
In the areas which are subject to extensive regeneration, it is presumed that quality 
of life and, accordingly culture, needs improving. In order to restore these 
conditions, urban regeneration practices involving culture component which aim to 
improve quality of life including economic, social and physical needs are required to 
be assessed and measured. Hence, the factors leading to the creation of cultural 
flagships, mega-events and related arts programmes that are involved in 
regeneration programmes should take the cultural dimension into account. In other 
words, in urban regeneration schemes where culture is the driving force it is 
necessary to consider impacts of culture in addition to those of economic, social and 
physical strands. 
Therefore, without denying the value of determining economic, physical and social 
dimensions, the impact of culture needs to be centrally considered in culture driven 
urban regeneration schemes, particularly as a catalyst or key player in the process. 
For this purpose this section consequently examines the general overview, evidence 
and measurement of culture’s impacts on urban regeneration. 
3.1. Understanding the Impact of Culture on Urban Regeneration 
Much of literature on the contribution of culture to urban regeneration now uses the 
language of impacts. Looking from the culture’s point of view, the generic term 
‘impact study’ is now widely used in relation to the contribution or role or importance 
of cultural activity to another objective (Evans, 2005), in this study, to urban 
regeneration. 
Landry et al. (1993) in their discussion document, The Social Impact of the Arts, 
define ‘impact’ as a dynamic concept which pre-supposes a relationship of cause 
and effect. It can be measured through the evaluation of the outcomes of particular 
actions, be that an initiative, a set of initiatives forming a policy or set of policies 
which form a strategy. Similarly, the impact of a project is the sum of the outputs and 
outcomes, an overall analysis of its results: unlike the outcomes, the impact of a 
project may change over time as subsequent events unfold (Matarasso, 1996). 
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However, despite a growing body of studies claiming to provide evidence of the 
contribution of arts and culture to social and economic development, few studies 
define what they mean by impact. Lingayah et al. (1997) suggests that there is often 
a lack of clarity about the purpose of arts activity, while Coalter (2001) argues that a 
difficulty to precisely define the desired outcomes of cultural services and assess the 
extent to which they are being achieved, is a key barrier which limits the ability of 
cultural services to define the nature of their contribution to the urban policy 
agendas. More generally, researchers have argued for the development and use of 
standard definitions and agreed concepts to build a common language of 
understanding for impacts, and for the development of a culture in which output and 
outcome definition, monitoring and evaluation are regarded as central components 
of planning, management and services delivery (DCMS, 2000; Coalter, 2001). 
Nonetheless, according to Miles and Paddison (2005) it remains the case that the 
careful analysis of the impact of culture-led regeneration offers hope as to the 
potential benefits to obtain strategically balancing economic, physical, social and 
cultural imperatives effectively in the name of urban regeneration. 
It is possible to extend the debate on the impact of culture; whilst, the arguments 
mentioned here provide core views of main advocates. Despite the efforts about 
definition and spirit of impacts, the impact of culture on urban regeneration 
continues to be widely searched and discussed in order to derive helpful outcomes 
from regeneration activities. For a better understanding of the impact of culture and 
how it is represented and/or evidenced in tangible evaluations it would be useful to 
examine cultural indicators, being a tool as evidence of impact. 
3.2. Cultural Indicators as Evidence of Impact 
As indicated in the previous chapter, impact of culture is the evidence of culture’s 
contribution to urban regeneration. However, ceasing the issue at this point is not 
enough to achieve culture’s actual reflections on regeneration. Going a step forward, 
it is also necessary to define the evidence of culture’s impact which can be 
described as the term ‘cultural indicators’. 
In general, indicators are defined as ‘bits of information that summarize the 
characteristics of systems or highlight what is happening in a system’, information 
bits that can ‘simplify complex phenomena’ and enable a community to ‘estimate the 
general status of a system to inform action’ (Duxbury, 2006). An indicator is an 
instrument or tool for evaluation, a benchmark to measure results and to assess 
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realization of desired levels of performance in a sustained and objective way 
(Chapman, 2000).  
Indicators may be ‘quantitative’ as well as ‘qualitative’. Quantitative indicators are 
statistical measures based on numerical or statistical facts whereas qualitative 
indicators are language-based descriptions of cultural phenomenon (Chapman, 
2000). This does not mean to imply that qualitative indicators are inferior or less 
useful in determining the impact of culture. Indeed, qualitative indicators may be 
more effective at making sense of, or communicating the outcomes of, arts and 
cultural policies (IFACCA, 2005). 
A ‘cultural indicator’ can be defined as a statistic that can be used to make sense of, 
monitor, or evaluate some aspect of culture, such as the arts, or cultural policies, 
programs and activities (IFACCA, 2005; Madden, 2005; Duxbury, 2006). Still, 
indicators usually also influence behaviour and have strategic effects beyond mere 
measurement.  
In a landmark overview on the development of cultural indicators, Gouiedo (1993) 
suggests that the literature on cultural indicators can be traced at least as far back 
as the early 1970s. Since that time, indicator development has been an active 
branch of cultural policy research. For instance Chapman (2000) identifies a number 
of significant international meetings on cultural statistics and cultural indicators 
throughout the world: 
▪ Taking the Measure of Culture, Princeton University, New Jersey, June 7–8, 
2002 
▪ International Symposium on Culture Statistics, Montreal, October 2002 
▪ United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)/ 
Consejo Nacional para la Cultura y las Artes (CONACULTA) International 
Seminar on Cultural Indicators, Centro Nacional de las Artes, Mexico, DF, 
Mexico, May 7–9, 2003 
▪ Experts’ meeting on cultural indicators, Interarts, Barcelona, November 20–
21, 2003 
▪ International Seminar on Cultural Indicators of Human Development in 
Africa, Maputo, Mozambique, March 2–5, 2004, organized by Interarts, 
UNESCO and the Observatory of Cultural Policies in Africa (OCPA). 
Cultural statistics and indicators have also been on the agenda of broader 
conferences, such as: 
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▪ Congress on Cultural Rights and Human Development for the Barcelona 
Universal Forum of Cultures, August 23–27, 2004 
▪ Third International Conference on Cultural Policy Research, Montreal, 
August 2004 
▪ Transformations: Culture and the Environment in Human Development, 
February 7–9, 2005, Canberra, Australia 
▪ Third Global Forum on Human Development, January 17–19, 2005, Paris. 
Agencies and individuals currently working on improving cultural indicators 
represent several countries as broad as Canada, New Zealand, Belgium, China 
(Hong Kong), England, Spain, Mexico and Colombia, as well as international 
projects in the Pacific, the USA and through the UNESCO Institute of Statistics in 
Canada (IFACCA, 2005). 
As seen above, cultural indicators literature raises a variety of analytical and 
theoretical issues. But it also raises issues about how to identify their characteristics 
in order to enlighten the understanding on cultural indicators as evidence of impact. 
3.2.1. Characteristics of Cultural Indicators 
For an effective perception, cultural indicators can be reviewed according to their 
typology and hierarchy; the ways they are used and how they are developed. The 
review discussed in this chapter is based on the summary of existing literature of 
cultural indicators. 
Types of indicators 
There are many different types of cultural indicators. The large number of types has 
led some to develop classifications of cultural indicators to release clarity and help 
provide a guide for determining which indicator types are best applied to which 
purposes. IFACCA (2005) and Madden (2005) provide examples of some common 
high-level distinctions in types of cultural indicators. These distinctions represent 
many ways of thinking about different types of indicators: 
1. Cultural indicators (such as ‘quality of life’ indicators) and performance 
indicators for the cultural sector (such as financial indicators of cultural 
industries) 
2. Cultural indicators and cultural policy indicators 
3. Intrinsic indicators (artistic and cultural values) and instrumental indicators 
(values such as economic and social impacts) 
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4. Arts indicators and cultural indicators (e.g., UNESCO cultural indicators for 
development focus on broader cultural phenomena and are not detailed 
enough to serve as a set of indicators for arts policy) 
Other similarly high-level distinctions are evident in the literature particularly on 
social indicators. Sawicki (2002), for example, distinguishes between ‘quality of life’ 
and ‘quality of place’ indicators whereas Noll (2002) makes a contrast between 
‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ indicators. These varying distinctions reflect different 
approaches to the usage and effectiveness of cultural indicators and the varying 
nature of regeneration purposes. Still, the general term cultural indicator is used to 
represent all types despite the nuances. 
Indicator hierarchies 
A particularly useful typology classifies cultural indicators hierarchically according to 
the level of detail at which they are applied: from a detailed level of specific activities 
to a broad ethical or policy level. In any policy arena, certain combining themes will 
be replicated across hierarchies, but different objectives and methods may need to 
be applied at different levels of the hierarchy for indicators to be effective (Dhakal 
and Imura, 2003). An example of a three-tiered hierarchy is introduced in the study 
of Madden (2005): 
▪ macro indicators for sector-wide monitoring and evaluation such as cultural 
indicators of development, and indicators of cultural rights; 
▪ meso indicators for regional or cross-agency policy monitoring and 
evaluation such as indicators that measure outcomes of an arts institution 
policy, such as a disability policy; 
▪ micro indicators for agency programme monitoring and evaluation such as 
indicators that measure outcomes of an arts event. 
Madden’s (2005) proposed set of hierarchies can be figured with some examples 
and references from the cultural indicators literature. Indicators may require different 
objectives and methods at different levels. 
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Table 3.1: Indicator hierarchies (Madden, 2005) 
Indicator type Focus Culture examples Selected references 
Macro General Cultural indicators for 
development 
Balta (2004) 
  Mercer (2002) 
 Indicators for evaluating 
national cultural policy 
Nylöf (1997) 
  Matarasso (1997) 
 Indicators for evaluating 
arts policies 
Van der Ploeg (2004) 
  Joy et al (2004) 
 
Performance indicators 
for cultural institutions 
South West Arts Marketing 
(2000) 
Meso 
  Pignataro (2003) 
Micro Specific 
Indicators for evaluating 
community arts 
programs 
Keating (2002) 
The indicators at the various levels of any hierarchy may show a number of 
similarities, but they may also show a number of differences. For example, 
indicators of the social impacts of culture can be used at both a micro and a macro 
level, but the indicators may often differ in the way that they are developed and the 
purpose they are applied. 
Different uses of cultural indicators 
Descriptions so far have highlighted the multiple uses for which cultural indicators 
are carried out. Four common uses refined from the studies of Madden (2005) and 
Duxbury (2006) are explored briefly below: 
1. Monitoring and evaluation: observing cultural phenomena, their changes 
and trends – continuous monitoring of development in a given policy area; 
measuring the effectiveness of policies and programs aimed at impacting 
cultural phenomena (e.g. setting goals, outcomes-based accountability, 
evaluation of program effectiveness) 
2. Learning: influencing through a collaborative learning process; tool for 
learning, adapting, and changing as well as decision-making leading from 
this; guiding to further investigation 
3. Influencing behaviours and attitudes as ‘strategic’ effects: affecting the 
behaviour of institutions (could have undesirable properties); building public 
confidence in cultural institutions; stimulating public dialogue, especially 
during the development process 
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4. Advocacy: justifying cultural policies and/or interventions by governments; 
benefiting of the arts rather than costs; supporting the advocacy case 
As noted above, different types of indicators may serve for different uses. The 
variety of uses enable cultural indiators to be recognized in the research and 
literature fields as wide as project management, sustainability of project outcomes, 
educative purposes and public interest and benefit. 
Determination of Cultural Indicators 
The literature review indicates that there are at least five distinct stages of indicator 
development that are refined by IFACCA (2005): 
1. Conceptualisation: consideration of the theoretical foundations and 
institutional context of the proposed indicators; 
2. Selection: exploration of possible indicators and delineation of key indicators; 
3. Definition: definition and description of the indicators chosen at selection 
stage; 
4. Collection: collection of data and ‘population’ of indicators; and 
5. Ongoing management and evaluation: implementation of an information 
management system to collect data over time and to evaluate and re-
evaluate the indicator system within the policy or program cycle. 
Among these stages 1 and 2 are covered in more detail below. These are relatively 
standard stages in the indicator development process. Stages 3, 4 and 5 depend on 
the aims and the institutional arrangements associated with particular indicator 
projects, and will therefore not be explored in detail here. 
1. Conceptualisation 
To encourage clarity in the conceptual basis of indicators, commentators pose the 
following suggestions and questions: 
▪ Why are indicators being developed? What are the aims and objectives of 
the indicators? 
▪ Why are indicators needed? 
▪ What is the reality being measured? Beware of conflating indicators with that 
reality. 
▪ What conceptual frameworks, administrative processes, and governance 
realities should be considered? 
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▪ Indicators should be firmly related to or embedded in a policy framework or 
strategy from which they gain meaning and currency, and they should be 
integrated and share a plausible common currency with other policy 
domains. 
Similarly, the literature illustrates the importance of anticipating how the indicators 
will be received and considering the strategic implications of indicator development: 
▪ How should the indicators be interpreted? 
▪ How will others interpret the indicators? 
▪ How might the indicators be used and possibly misused by others? 
▪ How might the indicators influence behaviours? 
▪ How could the act of measurement influence behaviours? 
2. Selection 
Selecting the best indicators can be considered in two parts. First, determine what 
factors are important in the selection process: 
▪ How should indicators be chosen? 
▪ Can what is trying to be measured be broken down into key dimensions? 
▪ What level of information can usefully and sustainably be collected? 
▪ What is it important to measure? 
Second, consider possible variables and measures: 
▪ What types of indicators are sought? 
▪ Can the variables actually be measured? 
▪ If a variable cannot be measured, do adequate proxies exist? If not, 
acknowledge that only partial indicators can be developed. 
▪ Is an indicator really an indicator, or just a statistic? 
▪ Indicators are not value-free. What values underlie the indicators? 
▪ What do the indicators symbolize? The symbolic value of an indicator may 
outweigh its value as a literal measure. 
▪ Is a ‘composite index’ (one indicator that purports to measure an index of 
overall performance) desirable, or multiple indicators reflecting various 
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aspects of the phenomena being measured? If a composite index is chosen, 
what should be the methodology for aggregation and weighting? 
▪ Do the indicators measure inputs, outputs, or outcomes? Be sure that there 
is appropriate emphasis placed on outcomes. Look for indicators that reveal 
causes, not symptoms. 
The above brief examination concerning formation and usage refers to the theory of 
cultural indicators. Practice, on the other hand, describes reflections of the uses 
which vary according to the scope and nature of cultural activity. Within the scope of 
the study it is necessary to review the practical examples of cultural indicators in 
European context, how they are classified and used. 
3.2.2. Current European Resource on Cultural Indicators 
Coming to the current valid European resource on the work of cultural indicators 
there are some examples that can be examined. Among them two studies which are 
considerably comprehensive and widely used are distinguished. These are the 
indicator lists of Matarasso (1997) and Evans (2005) which will be introduced in this 
chapter in more details. 
As denoted in the previous section, there was a shift in European urban 
regeneration policy in the early 1990s which led to the recognition of the role of arts 
and culture in wider social and economic development. Economically set 
developments repeatedly failed to address the social requirements of major 
regeneration projects, with evidence suggesting that benefits were failing to reach 
local communities (Reeves, 2002), who had little ownership of, or involvement in, 
regeneration processes in their neighbourhoods, interest shifted to the potential 
benefits of arts and culture in communities. On the other hand Landry et al. (1996) 
argued that the arts have a special character to offer local urban renewal efforts 
because of their ability to engage peoples’ creativity, stimulate dialogue between 
individuals and social groups, encourage questioning, imagining of possible futures, 
and because they offer a means of self-expression, are unpredictable, exciting and 
fun. They should be seen, not as an alternative to regeneration initiatives like 
environmental improvements etc., but as a vital component which can have a 
transformative effect (Landry et al., 1996). 
However, it was Matarasso’s (1997) study which produced a step change in 
recognition of the sector’s contribution to social development. This study provides a 
clearer definition of the potential social benefits of the arts, and brings the issues 
fully to the attention of policymakers and commentators. It is the first large-scale 
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attempt in the UK as well as Europe to gather evidence of the social impacts arising 
in the arts and cultural activities (Reeves, 2002), and it also provides guidance for 
success dynamics of urban planning, particularly culture driven urban regeneration. 
The study establishes a workable list of 50 social impacts of culture which can be 
regarded as cultural indicators as instruments to guide public policy planning and 
development. It shows that cultural activities make a valuable contribution to urban 
policy objectives through assessment of cultural indicators, and concludes that a 
marginal change in social policy priorities is all that is needed to capitalise on the 
positive benefits arising from cultural activity. 
In this study social impacts of culture on urban regeneration undertake not only 
sheer social and cultural dimension, but also economic and physical regeneration 
issues. The socially related cultural indicators are observed in the variety of issues 
such as sense of confidence, involvement and participation, rights and 
responsibilities, development of children and vulnerable groups, rehabilitation of 
people with poor health, sociability and social interaction, community cooperation 
and networking, image and perception, and enjoyment whereas physical 
regeneration related indicators are concerned with environment and project 
management issues, economical regeneration indicators deal with work skills and 
experience, employment, career development, partnerships and sectoral practices. 
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Table 3.2: Matarasso’s (1997) list of impacts of culture identified through Comedia’s 
study of participative cultural programmes 
▪ Increase people’s confidence and sense 
of self-worth 
▪ Extend involvement in social activity 
▪ Give people influence over how they are 
seen by others 
▪ Stimulate interest and confidence in the 
arts and culture 
▪ Provide a forum to explore personal rights 
and responsibilities 
▪ Contribute to the educational 
development of children 
▪ Encourage adults to take up education 
and training opportunities 
▪ Help build new skills and work experience 
▪ Contribute to people’s employability 
▪ Help people take up or develop careers in 
the arts and culture 
▪ Reduce isolation by helping people to 
make friends 
▪ Develop community networks and 
sociability 
▪ Promote tolerance and contribute to 
conflict resolution 
▪ Provide a forum for intercultural 
understanding and friendship 
▪ Help validate the contribution of a whole 
community 
▪ Promote intercultural contact and 
cooperation 
▪ Develop contact between the generations 
▪ Help offenders and victims address issues 
of crime 
▪ Provide a route to rehabilitation and 
integration for offenders 
▪ Build community organisational capacity 
▪ Encourage local self-reliance and project 
management 
▪ Help people extend control over their lives 
▪ Be a means of gaining insight into political 
and social ideas 
▪ Facilitate effective public consultation and 
participation 
▪ Help involve local people in the 
regeneration process 
▪ Facilitate the development of partnership 
▪ Build support for community projects 
▪ Strengthen community cooperation and 
networking 
▪ Develop pride in local traditions and 
cultures 
▪ Help people feel a sense of belonging and 
involvement 
▪ Create community traditions in new towns 
or neighbourhoods 
▪ Involve residents in environmental 
improvements 
▪ Provide reasons for people to develop 
community activities 
▪ Improve perceptions of marginalised 
groups 
▪ Help transform the image of public bodies 
▪ Make people feel better about where they 
live 
▪ Help people develop their creativity 
▪ Erode the distinction between consumer 
and creator 
▪ Allow people to explore their values, 
meanings and dreams 
▪ Enrich the practice of professionals in the 
public and voluntary sectors 
▪ Transform the responsiveness of public 
service organisations 
▪ Encourage people to accept risk positively 
▪ Help community groups raise their vision 
beyond the immediate 
▪ Challenge conventional service delivery 
▪ Raise expectations about what is possible 
and desirable 
▪ Have a positive impact on how people feel 
▪ Be an effective means of health education 
▪ Contribute to a more relaxed atmosphere 
in health centres 
▪ Help improve the quality of life of people 
with poor health 
▪ Provide a unique and deep source of 
enjoyment 
A second comprehensive study on listing and classification of cultural indicators 
belongs to Evans (2005). The subject of Evans’s study is the opportunity provided 
for a longer view of culture and regeneration projects and strategies, and the 
evaluation of their success in both cultural and regeneration terms. Based on these, 
a review of evidence (how that evidence has been derived and the evaluation and 
measurement of impacts undertaken in both academic and policy spheres) is 
compiled according to physical, economic and social dimensions of urban 
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regeneration. In this study cultural indicators as evidence of impacts are associated 
with policy imperatives and several types of tests to measure the imperatives. The 
review is based in part on a report by Evans and Shaw (2004), a study initiated by 
the UK Department for Culture, Media and Sport, which, like its .predecessors and 
equivalents in other European countries, aims to promote ‘urban renaissance’ 
through the arts and creative industries (Evans, 2005). 
Here cultural indicators are defined according to three dimensions of urban 
regeneration, in other words, physical, economic and social regenerations. 
Indicators within physical dimension are concerned with reuse and redesign of 
buildings, public spaces, social and cultural facilities, density, environmental issues, 
accessibility, transportation and heritage identity. Economically related cultural 
indicators attract attention on property values, financial contributions, spending 
rates, recruitment opportunities and workforce issues, partnerships and investment. 
Finally, cultural indicators to assess the impact of culture on physical dimension of 
urban regeneration deals with changes local perceptions, increase in security, 
volunteering, identity and image concerns, public and voluntary involvement and 
individual confidence. Indicators related to physical and economic regeneration are 
mostly quantitative whereas social regenerative indicators are largely qualitative. 
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Table 3.3: Evans’s (2005) overview of the evidence of culture’s contribution to 
different dimensions of urban regeneration 
Physical Dimension Economic Dimension Social Dimension 
Reuse of redundant 
buildings –studios, 
museum/gallery, venues 
Increased property 
values/rents (residential 
and business) 
A positive change in residents’ 
perceptions of their area 
Increased public use of 
space –reduction in 
vandalism and an 
increased sense of safety 
Corporate involvement in 
the local cultural sector 
(leading to support in cash 
and in kind) 
Displacing crime and anti-
social behaviour through 
cultural activity (for example, 
youth) 
Cultural facilities and 
workspace in mixed-use 
developments 
Higher resident and visitor 
spend arising from cultural 
activity (arts and cultural 
tourism) 
A clearer expression of 
individual and shared ideas 
and needs 
High density (live/work), 
reduce environmental 
impacts, such as 
transport/traffic, pollution, 
health problems 
Job creation (direct, indirect, 
induced); enterprise (new 
firms/start-ups, 
turnover/value added) 
Increase in volunteering and 
increased organisational 
capacity at a local level 
The employment of artists 
on design and 
construction teams 
(Percent for Art) 
Employer location/retention; 
Retention of graduates in 
the area (including 
artists/creatives) 
A change in the image or 
reputation of a place or 
group of people 
Environmental 
improvements through 
public art and 
architecture 
A more diverse workforce 
(skills, social, gender and 
ethnic profile) 
Stronger public-private-
voluntary-sector 
partnerships 
The incorporation of 
cultural considerations 
into local development 
plans (LPAC, 1990) 
Creative clusters and 
quarters; Production 
chain, local economy and 
procurement 
Increased appreciation of the 
value and opportunities to 
take part in arts projects 
Accessibility (disability), 
public transport usage 
and safety 
Public-private-voluntary-
sector partnerships 
(‘mixed economy’) 
Higher educational attainment 
(in arts and ‘non-arts’ 
subjects) 
Heritage identity, 
stewardship, local 
distinctiveness/ 
vernacular 
Investment (public-private 
sector leverage) 
Greater individual confidence 
and aspiration 
Still, the cultural indicators mentioned in this section are however neither exhaustive 
nor ranked in any sense, since they will vary according to the nature and scale of 
regeneration undertaken, local conditions, history and the objectives being pursued. 
As recent guidance on regeneration evaluation recommends; “a pick and mix 
approach is required as there is no universally applicable set of indicators that will 
be appropriate for a particular intervention (and, in heritage and cultural impacts in 
particular) valuing in this area tends to be highly context specific (ODPM, 2003). 
This also suggests that standardised performance indicators and quantitative 
benchmarks are neither desirable not useful measures in this situation (Evans, 
2005). Thus, setting a specific list of cultural indicators is necessary for any kind of 
regeneration projects in which culture takes part either predominantly or partially. 
Still, it will be necessary to apply these indicators on the relevant urban regeneration 
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scheme to achieve the testing and measurement of impact of culture on urban 
regeneration schemes. 
3.3. Measuring the Cultural Indicators on Urban Regeneration 
Studies investigating beyond the culture focused urban regeneration projects 
generally use one (or more) of social, economic and environmental impacts of 
culture, parallel to social, economic and physical dimensions of urban regeneration. 
Cultural indicators of these impacts are generally tested using particular 
measurement methods. The tests by which the evidence of culture is measured in 
practice in terms of physical, economic and social change, are largely quantitative, 
including the familiar economic and environmental impact indicators, but also more 
qualitative evaluation, particularly as Evans (2005) defines, in terms of behavioural 
effects, social capital and perceptions such as community safety and the socially 
constructed notions of exclusion, diversity and heritage. 
The evidence of culture’s contribution to regeneration is usually measured in Europe 
in one of the following types of method. Some are evidence-based, most however, 
are not. 
▪ Advocacy and promotion 
This type of method is often applied during the feasibility, development and initial 
impact phase, or to justify further resources/support. Typically, materials of such 
method are presented in the form of promotional, public relations and descriptive 
case studies for media and public consumption, and design masterplans. They 
are also used to report on and ‘celebrate’ major programmes, as they move to 
the next phase. 
▪ Project assessment 
This type of method typically concentrates on financial and user-related outputs, 
as Evans (2005) identifies, such as income and expenditure, audience/visitor 
numbers, direct employment—i.e. resident organisations and construction 
activity. They tend not to evaluate the process or the outcomes of the project, or 
profile beneficiaries (or non-users), or the user experience. They are used 
principally by the organisation and its funders in annual assessment and are 
rarely published, although often publicity funded. Project assessment is also 
normally carried out once, post-completion, whether a capital project (building) 
or activity programme (education programme, event/festival). Regenerative 
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effects (if any) are therefore subsumed into the facility or organisation’s overall 
performance. 
▪ Project evaluation 
Project evaluations focus as much on the process employed to plan and deliver 
a project as on the results. They may include quantitative and/or qualitative 
evidence. The most common forms of data collection are questionnaires, 
unstructured interview/focus groups and participant observation. The evaluation 
may be of one project only or of a programme involving a group of projects 
whether locally (regeneration area) or nationally (arts education programme). 
The evaluation may be carried out by the organisation itself (self evaluation) or 
with the support of an external evaluator. It is recommended that evaluation is 
integrated from the outset of a project (baseline), undertaken during, on 
completion and post-completion. Evans and Shaw (2004) note that evaluation 
methodology has developed substantially in the past decade in the cultural and 
regeneration spheres, drawing particularly from environmental health, crime 
prevention, urban design and quality of life measurement, with an 
interdisciplinary focus on process and participation. 
▪ Programme evaluation 
Wider programme evaluation is undertaken of schemes made up of separate 
projects with common aims, or typically part of a single initiative or funding 
programme. These can draw on project evaluation techniques (see above), but 
programme evaluation is also likely to entail standard output criteria (including 
PIs; see below); for example, in regeneration programme assessment and 
grand-aid schemes. In the latter case, a comparative framework is used to 
assess individual projects as part of a wider initiative, whether local, national or 
transnational such as EU funded programmes; for example ‘European 
Capitals/Cities of Culture’ (Palmer, 2004). Regeneration design and building 
types have been the subject of various published collections, notably 
waterfronts, the reuse of heritage buildings and cultural facilities, particularly 
museums and galleries (Evans, 2005). 
▪ Performance indicators (PIs) 
PIs are used to compare actual performance against targets and comparative 
standards (for example) local quality of life indicators and benchmarks), which 
are quantitative and service-provision based (Evans and Shaw, 2004). They 
therefore measure inputs (resources), throughout (capacity, attendance) and 
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final outputs (productions, population penetration, such as frequency), but not 
process or outcomes. PIs are applied more commonly in cultural organisations 
that are directly answerable to/funded by government, such as national 
museums and galleries, and larger organisations funded on a regular basis by 
cultural agencies, such as national theatres and libraries (Chapman, 2000). Per 
capita funding estimates are also used to make national comparatives, in pursuit 
of international benchmarks (DCMS, 2004b). The growing use of quality of life 
indicators (see below) seeks to measure a range of environmental and liveability 
factors at local and national levels, including access to cultural amenities (DETR, 
1998). 
▪ Impact assessment 
These studies look at the likely or actual impact of an activity on a particular 
location/site, community or economy (typically economic impact, environmental 
impact, health impact, transportation and tourism impacts) but these are seldom 
combined. Evans (2005) states that impacts are quantified wherever possible (or 
ignored where not) and intangible effects are translated numerically through the 
use of measurements such as cost-benefit analysis, contingent valuation and 
willingness to pay for otherwise ‘free’ activities (such as parks, museums and 
libraries). Impact studies are also undertaken for large or environmentally 
sensitive schemes under national planning, European/EU and World Bank 
regulations, or are commissioned by local authorities, developers and investors. 
▪ Longitudinal impact assessment 
Unlike one-off impact assessments, these take a baseline position and compare 
impacts over time or at least two points in time, in some cases mapping attitude 
and perception changes of residents, users/visitors, as well as more quantitative 
effects such as visitor levels, demographic change and economic/employment 
impacts. This model is used, like evaluation, both for individual projects and for 
programmes of activity. These are rare, often involving research centres and 
national/European comparative studies. 
Among the above types of methods longitudinal impacts assessment method has 
been more and more increasingly used throughout Europe. Regional city examples 
include longitudinal studies at Glasgow University (www.gla.ac.uk), where a 
retrospective assessment of Glasgow’s ‘European Capital of Culture’ in 1990 and 
successive event-based cultural regeneration is in progress, and Northumbria 
University (Bailey et al., 2004) with a 10-year impact assessment of the quayside 
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regeneration on Tyneside, or NewcastleGateshead in England as these two divided 
cities have now been rebranded in order to bridge their historic divide and create a 
sense of place. In London and Toronto, a 3-year international comparative Creative 
Spaces study is also underway, with numerous European networks of cultural 
development (such as ATLAS, CIRCLE, Budapest Observatory) undertaking cross-
national studies on arts development and cultural funding (Evans, 2005). The impact 
of new transport infrastructure on cultural activity and regeneration has also 
recognised the importance of access to positive regenerative effects. For example, 
the extension of the Jubilee Line underground line in London involved a longitudinal 
impact study of the effects of new stations on visitors to new and established cultural 
facilities (Evans, 2005). 
Bailey et al. (2004) state that major annual festivals such as Edinburgh and the 
Notting Hill Carnival have also been the subject of longitudinal impact studies, 
including the European City of Culture (ECOC) programme. Originating in Athens in 
1985, this has supplemented the International EXPO series originating in the early 
19th century, with host cities using these events as part of their international profile-
raising and longer-term regeneration of run-down areas, notably Seville (EXPO 
1992), Lisbon (European City of Culture 1994, EXPO 1998), Rotterdam (European 
City of Culture 2001), Barcelona (1992 Olympics, UNESCO Cultural Forum 2004) 
and Liverpool in the run-up to European Capital of Culture in 2008 (Evans, 2005). 
As seen above, methods for measurement of culture’s impact via cultural indicators 
vary due to assessment type, desired outcomes, and the impression seeked to 
achieve. In regeneration programmes where culture acts as an effective catalyst and 
where indicators are applied to measure the effectiveness of the cultural activity or 
policy, measurement of cultural indicators entails methods of impact assessment. 
3.4. Evaluation of the Impact of Culture and Its Measurement 
At the beginning of this study, regeneration was described as both a process and an 
outcome. The sustainability of positive outcomes has been and will be of growing 
interest to researchers, policy makers and developers in years to come, as what are 
currently new projects become established. Noted by several of the researchers 
cited in this section, the sustainability of regeneration activity with cultural focus 
depends to a great extent on evaluation of impacts of culture. Therefore, the nature 
of cultural projects which feature in regeneration schemes needs to be assessed 
more carefully in terms of the impacts they actually produce. This claim is supported 
by the fact that planners, architects, developers, artists and public authorities are 
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probably more aware than they were of the importance of considering impacts in the 
regeneration process and of doing this in a systematic way. 
However, the difficulty of demonstrating the direct impacts of regeneration tends to 
create an inevitable temptation to conflate cultural with economic or physical 
assessments in order to claim ‘success’. Instead, the impact of culture on urban 
regeneration should be assessed according to economic, physical and social 
‘dimensions’ of the regeneration activity. In other words, culture’s impact should be 
measured through economic, physical and social regeneration within the main urban 
regeneration framework. 
The widely applied tool for measuring the impact of culture is cultural indicators 
which in literature are examined according to types, scales and ways they are used. 
The development of reliable, timely and robust cultural indicators is essential for 
formulating effective assessment of cultural policies, as well as for consolidating the 
position of cultural activities for greater accountability to government and the public. 
Parallel to the history of theory on cultural indicators, the practical implementation of 
cultural indicators in culture related urban regeneration programmes is represented 
in gradually increasing cases throughout Europe. However, despite that there is now 
a steady supply of cultural data in the developed countries of Europe, the case is not 
as easy as Europe in developing countries, where data is sparse. Still, the 
importance of impact measurement in such schemes releases the fact that data 
development and efficiency are crucial for robust assessment. On the other hand, it 
is important to note that improving cultural indicators is not simply about supplying 
better statistics and undertaking statistical development work; it is also about better 
understanding of the nature of cultural activities, improving the accordance of 
cultural strategies and urban regeneration objectives. 
In addition to the cultural indicators phenomenon the outweighing issue in the 
measurement of impacts is the assessment method by which indicators will be 
measured. Among a variety of measurement methods, the optimum one should be 
determined according to the aim, scope and expected outomes of the project. 
The notion of ‘longitudinal impact assessment method’ which releases beneficial 
inputs for the city and its inhabitants that are able to survive and develop beyond 
completion of the project is increasingly seen as a key measure of success within 
culture focused urban regeneration programmes of Europe. This method requires 
measurement of cultural indicators, and thus the impact of culture, before, during 
and after the regeneration programme. 
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By this way longitudinal impact assessment studies provide support for monitoring 
the progression of impacts and legacies in the long term to release optimum benefits 
of urban regeneration schemes. This concept is supported by the nature of large 
scale culture-led urban regeneration cases which leads a fragmented process that 
takes place over several years, perhaps a generation or more. A remarkable 
evidence for such cases is the European Capital of Culture programme as a new 
catalyst for culture-led urban regeneration in Europe. 
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4. A NEW CATALYST FOR URBAN REGENERATION: EUROPEAN CAPITAL OF 
CULTURE (ECOC) PROGRAMME AND ISTANBUL ECOC 2010 
In line with the developments in cultural policy outlined in Section 2, following 
several decades focusing on regional development, cultural action in the European 
Union (EU) has progressively shifted towards more localised initiatives in urban 
environments, with schemes such as the European Capital of Culture (ECOC). This 
shifting has carried the ECOC programme to the cenre of most Europe oriented 
debate on the relation of culture and urban regeneration. Thus, the emphasis on 
ECOC topic leads the research on how and to what extent culture affects urban 
restructuring studies such as urban regeneration. 
For a consistent understanding of the relation between ECOC and the impact of 
culture on urban regeneration, it is necessary to review a brief description and urban 
regeneration requirement of ECOC, the case of Liverpool ECOC 2008 which 
successfully conducts the impact research programme and the cultural indicators 
this programme suggests, and lastly, the efforts of the city of Istanbul which bear a 
crucial examination by hosting the ECOC title in the year 2010. 
4.1. ECOC Programme and Urban Regeneration 
In the European context, the significance of the connection between cities and 
culture has been taken up not just by local, regional and national levels of 
governance but also by the EU. The most visible initiative in this regard was the 
decision of the European Commission in 1985 to introduce its European City of 
Culture programme. 
The programme provided for the title of City of Culture to be awarded annually to an 
individual city, enabling it to act as a focus for artistic activity, and a showcase of 
cultural excellence and innovation (Griffiths, 2006). The concept of the European 
City of Culture was initiated by Ministers responsible for cultural affairs within the 
European Community. The prestigious title of European City of Culture became an 
opportunity for city competiveness on a wider basis, though ‘the original intention of 
the designation had been educational, to encourage an awareness of cultural links’ 
(McCarthy, 2002).  
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Evans (2003) suggests that this scheme ‘has acted as an effective “Trojan horse” by 
which structural economic adjustment policies and funding have been diverted into 
culture-led regeneration, generally bypassing national and even city cultural and 
economic development policy’. In his words, ‘the use of culture as a conduit for the 
branding of the “European Project” has added fuel to culture city competition, whilst 
at the same time celebrating an official version of the European urban renaissance’ 
(Evans, 2003). Some have contested the ability of such a scheme to surpass local 
cultural policies (Myerscough, 1994). However, there is little question about the 
scheme’s effect on increasing city competitiveness and advancing culture-led 
regeneration agendas throughout Europe. 
The ECOC started as a rather hopeful EU initiative but has become an attractive 
catalyst for culture driven urban regeneration, generating enormous expectations in 
cities from all participating countries as diverse as the UK, the Netherlands and 
Greece. The ECOC programme has evolved over the past couple of decades in 
parallel with the growing debate around definitions and uses of culture-led 
regeneration and has touched all EU countries in turn (Garcia, 2005). It is a 
programme that did not originate from clearly structured guidelines as to what would 
constitute a ‘European Capital of Culture’. 
For an in depth examination of the programme it is necessary to review the brief 
description and evolution of ECOC as well as the activity of urban regeneration in 
this respect. 
4.1.1. Description and History of ECOC 
The European Cultural Capital event was designed to ‘help bring the peoples of the 
member-states of the European Union closer together’ through the ‘expression of a 
culture which, in its historical emergence and contemporary development, is 
characterized by having both common elements and a richness born of diversity’ 
(European Commission, 1985). 
Overall, the ECOC programme was designed to reflect the cultural positioning of the 
European Union (EU) as a ‘unity in diversity’, with each host city displaying its own 
local or national culture as well as the shared elements of ‘European culture’  
(Richards and Wilson, 2004). The promotion of a shares European culture has 
arguably become an important aspect of EU policy in recent years; since culture is 
considered an important ‘glue’ which binds the EU member and candidate states 
together. 
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As argued by Evans (2003), the ECOC is an example of the European Union’s 
progressive shift from an almost-exclusive focus on the creation of common market 
(free trade) instruments and regional development, into more localised city-based 
initiatives. Study of Palmer/Rae Associates prepared for the European Commission 
(Palmer, 2004) illustrates a broad history of the development stages of today’s 
European Capital of Culture. A summary of this history is drawn in this context as 
follows: 
The ECOC programme was planned in 1983 by Melina Mercouri, the Greek Minister 
for Culture of the mentioned period; and launched at inter-governmental level in 
1985 by the Council of Ministers (Resolution 85/C153/O2). The purpose of the 
programme was to give a cultural dimension to the work of the European 
Community (now the European Union) at a time when it did not have a defined remit 
for cultural action and to celebrate European culture as a means of drawing the 
community closer. The aim of the first scheme of Cities of Culture was ‘to open up to 
the European public particular aspects of the culture of a city, region or country 
concerned, and to concentrate on the designated city a number of cultural 
contributions from other Member States’ (Resolution 85/C153/O2). The original 
conception was that each year one Member State should nominate a city to 
organise the event, and that the states would follow each other in alphabetical order. 
While the alphabetical order of nominating states was not completely adhered to, a 
sequence of designations was made for the first full round of Member States, and 
the start of a second round. 
The first 15 cities to be chosen between the years 1985 and 1999 were: 1985 
Athens (Greece), 1986 Florence (Italy), 1987 Amsterdam (the Netherlands), 1988 
Berlin (Germany), 1989 Paris (France), 1990 Glasgow (United Kingdom), 1991 
Dublin (Ireland), 1992 Madrid (Spain), 1993 Antwerp (Belgium), 1994 Lisbon 
(Portugal), 1995 Luxembourg (Luxembourg), 1996 Copenhagen (Denmark), 1997 
Thessaloniki (Greece), 1998 Stockholm (Sweden) and 1999 Weimar (Germany). 
In 1992, the Council of Ministers arrived at certain conclusions concerning the 
choice of European Cities of Culture after 1996 (Resolutions 92/C 1501 and 92/C 
336/02). This resolution proposed to alternate the selection between European 
Union cities and cities from other European countries, that cities should not be from 
the same geographical zone in consecutive years, that a balance should be struck 
between capital cities and provincial cities, and that a pair of cities could be 
designated jointly. 
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In 1994, a first study on the European Cities of Culture and the Cultural Months was 
published by the Network of Cultural Cities of Europe. This study presented case 
studies on each of the individual cities and general observations on the scheme. 
For the year 2000, as an exception to the nomination of one city each year, nine 
cities were given the designation of European City of Culture. These cities were 
Avignon (France), Bergen (Norway), Bologna (Italy), Brussels (Belgium), Cracow 
(Poland), Helsinki (Finland), Prague (Czech Republic), Reykjavik (Iceland) and 
Santiago de Compostela (Spain). 
Seven European Cities of Culture were agreed for the period 2001-2004, based on 
one or two nominated cities each year. These cities were: 2001 Rotterdam (the 
Netherlands) and Porto (Portugal), 2002 Bruges (Belgium) and Salamanca (Spain), 
2003 Graz (Austria) and 2004 Genoa (Italy) and Lille (France). 
In 1999, the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union agreed 
that the ECOC scheme should be given the status of a Community Action, under 
Decision 1419/1999/EC. A new selection procedure was determined and planning 
and evaluation criteria were outlined. The Decision states in Article 3 that the 
nomination shall include a cultural project of European dimension, based principally 
on cultural cooperation, in accordance with the objectives and action provided for by 
Article 151 of the Treaty. The Council, acting unanimously on a recommendation 
from the Commission, would officially designate the nominated city, bearing in mind 
the desirability of four years’ preparation time. The designated city would be 
expected to “organise a programme of cultural events highlighting the city’s own 
culture and cultural heritage as well as its place in the common cultural heritage, 
and involving people concerned with cultural activities from other European 
countries with a view to establishing lasting cooperation”. In addition, designated 
cities were asked to take into account planning and evaluation criteria that were set 
out in Annex II of the Decision which includes a list of 12 different possible elements 
of designated cities’ programmes that reflect the large range of ECOC objectives 
such as the promotion of shared artistic movements, the organisation of activities 
designed to encourage artistic innovation, the contribution to the development of 
economic activity and the need to develop high-quality and innovative cultural 
tourism. 
A list of EU Member States responsible for the nomination of European Capitals of 
Culture 2005-2019 was agreed, although the order of nominations has altered 
somewhat. Following cities have been designated European Capitals of Culture 
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2005-2008: 2005 Cork (Ireland), 2006 Patras (Greece), 2007 Luxembourg 
(Luxembourg) and Sibiu (Romania), 2008 Liverpool (United Kingdom) and 
Stavanger (Norway). 
In November 2003, the Commission submitted to the Parliament, pursuant to 
Articles 251(2) and 151(5) of the EC Treaty, a proposal for amending Decision 
1419/1999/EC that established a Community Action for the ‘European Capital of 
Culture’ event for the years 2005 to 2019 (COM(2003) 700-2003/0274(COD)). The 
draft resolution proposed that from 2009 onwards two European Capitals of Culture 
should be appointed each year in response to the arrival of the new Member States, 
and the candidate countries. Thus, the designated cities in 2009 and 2010 are: 2009 
Linz (Austria) and Vilnius (Latvia), 2010 Essen (Germany), Pécs (Hungary) and 
Istanbul (Turkey). 
Furthermore, the resolution proposes that each nominating Member State must 
submit at least two cities to the European Parliament, the Council, the Commission 
and the Committee of the Regions no later than four years before the event is due to 
begin, and may be accompanied by a recommendation. 
Similar to the previous Decision, the resolution proposed that a selection panel 
made up of experts would review and issue a report on the nominations, judged 
against the objectives of the action. As before, the Council would officially designate 
the city as ‘European Capital of Culture’. This resolution will be adopted, rejected or 
amended at a subsequent meeting of the Parliament. 
As it has developed, the European Cities and Capitals of Culture and Cultural 
Months schemes have touched several other areas of Commission competence, 
including tourism, economic and social issues, urban regeneration, education and 
training. Among these, the programme’s relation with the discipline of urban 
regeneration is handled in the following chapter due to the scope of the study. 
4.1.2. Influence of Urban Regeneration in ECOC 
Influence of urban regeneration in ECOC programme is briefly sought in this chapter 
in the official ECOC documentation, literature review and practical ECOC cases 
addressing this relation. 
In the official source of ECOC (http://ec.europa.eu/) it is stated that the long-term 
development potential of the ECOC designated cities can take different forms, each 
one depending on the city's special features, strengths and weaknesses: 
infrastructure can be one of the aspects of this development, of course, that it 
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continues to be used appropriately after the year in question, but it must also include 
the projects, networks and organisations which endure after the ECOC year, the 
image of the city, its positioning in terms of tourism, etc. All these effects can also be 
combined through, for example, a long-term policy of urban regeneration through 
culture. Griffiths (2006) supports this statement by stressing that the ECOC 
programme has been a significant vehicle for urban regeneration, specifically for 
culture-led regeneration. 
This view is evidenced in the three main areas of intervention of ECOC mentioned 
by Balsas (2004): 
1. urban regeneration; 
2. upgrade and construction of cultural facilities, and 
3. cultural events. 
Looking at the ECOC practices experienced so far, the ECOC programme has not 
had the same degree of influence in all European countries. In France and Paris in 
particular, culture-led regeneration has been influenced by the programme of ‘Grand 
Projets Culturels’ involving the refurbishment and development of infrastructures, 
such as the Louvre Pyramid, the Centre Pompidou and the Opera at La Bastille 
(Bianchini and Parkinson, 1993; Evans, 2003). In Spain, an interesting variation of 
the ECOC programme is the case of Bilbao, a city that has acted as a pioneer of 
city-rebranding (Evans, 2003) by investing in a hallmark cultural infrastructure – the 
Guggenheim museum in 1997. The main principle behind these schemes is to 
create permanent and highly visible cultural landmarks. In common with the ECOC 
programme, most of these infrastructures have been fundamentally designed as 
prestige projects, which have generally succeeded in boosting city images and 
attracting tourism, but have often disregarded the social and cultural needs of the 
local community and have had a limited impact on employment figures and the long-
term economic recovery of the area (Evans, 2003). Thus, in Europe, the prestigious 
designation of the European Capital of Culture allows cities to capitalize on cultural 
events to implement regeneration operations (Hughes, 1998; Hall, 2000; Hitters, 
2000; Richards, 2000; Balsas, 2004). 
Barcelona is another interesting example of culture-led urban regeneration that has 
resulted in references to a much praised ‘Barcelona model’ of city planning that is 
being replicated worldwide (Garcia, 2004). Distinctive characteristics in this model 
are the use of major events as catalysts for city renewal –from the Universal 
Exhibition in 1888 to the 1992 Olympic Games and the 2004 Forum for Cultures –
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and an approach to urban regeneration that combines physical restructuring –ring 
roads, waterfront development– with symbolic representation –promoting the 
Catalan/Mediterranean identity– and takes place in a polycentric manner, creating 
multiple hubs of cultural and business activity rooted in strongly defined 
communities in every corner of the metropolis. 
It is possible to broaden the ECOC cases that perform regeneration concepts. 
Besides the examples mentioned above, the city of Liverpool which aims to appraise 
the title of ECOC 2008 with the image of ‘symbolic city’ in cultural means, and with 
the aim to achieve successful urban restructuring deserves to be reviewed in terms 
of impact measurement. 
4.2. Liverpool ECOC 2008 as a Case for Measuring the Impact of Culture 
The most concrete and cited ECOC case regarding measuring impact of culture on 
urban regeneration belongs to the city of Liverpool. 
The title of Liverpool was designated by the UK government. Following changes to 
the details of the ECOC programme in 1999, instead of the European Commission 
making the choice of city, each member state was assigned a year in which it could 
nominate one of its cities for the title (Palmer, 2004). The UK was assigned the year 
2008, and in September 2000 the UK government set out the terms of the 
competition it planned to hold to decide its nomination. The competition extended 
over more than 2 years, with 12 cities making bids. It culminated in June 2003 with 
the announcement that Liverpool was to be designated as the UK nomination to be 
European Capital of Culture 2008 (Griffiths, 2006). 
In the official document of ECOC, namely ‘Guide to Cities Applying for the Title of 
European Capital of Culture’ (ECOC, 2007), a set of criteria to be met by a 
candidate for the title of European Capital of Culture is entitled “City and Citizens”. 
This section (cf. Article 4 of Decision 1622/2006/EC) specifies that the programme 
shall “be sustainable and be an integral part of the long-term cultural and social 
development of the city”. Through the annexes of this document several examples 
of ECOC projects are cited as references in the means of success of different 
criteria of ECOC. In Annex E, Liverpool ECOC 2008 is introduced as a successful 
case to be followed in the means of ‘the impact of Capital of Culture on the 
regeneration of the city’. This determination is supported by the literature related to 
ECOC cases, such as of Griffiths (2006), Jones and Wilks-Heeg (2004), Lasalle 
(2002), Couch (2003) and Kokosalakis et al. (2006). Indeed, Liverpool has made 
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use of the benefits arising from the EU designation of ‘European City of Culture’ in 
the means of urban regeneration, particularly by initiating Impacts 08 programme 
which searches culture’s impacts on urban regeneration. This programme aims to 
draw a useful framework enabling the sustainability of positive impacts before 
implementing the programme of ECOC in the year 2008. 
Within this framework this part of the study examines the regeneration of ECOC 
designation followed by the impacts and cultural indicators which are determined in 
the Liverpool Impacts 08 programme mentioned above. 
4.2.1. The City of Liverpool Before and After ECOC Designation 
Pre and post periods of Liverpool’s ECOC designation show considerable 
differences. After a period of industrial decline, Liverpool, like other cities is investing 
in tourism and its cultural heritage in order to bring about the economic, social and 
environmental dimensions of urban regeneration of the city (Kokosalakis et al, 
2006). The Mersey Partnership and The Liverpool Culture Company, responsible for 
Liverpool’s ECOC 2008 campaign, along with other organizations, are striving to 
reconstruct the image of Liverpool through the dominant activity of urban 
regeneration. 
Currently, Liverpool is one of England’s core cities and its fifth most populated 
according to the 2006 census which indicates a population of 447,500. Previously a 
part of administrative Lancashire, created in 1888, and more recently as a county 
borough in itself, Liverpool became in 1974 a district within the newly created 
metropolitan county of Merseyside, but still remains part of the ancient County 
Palatine of Lancashire for cultural and historic purposes (Mersey Partnership, 2003). 
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Figure 4.1: Location of Liverpool within England (en.wikipedia.org) 
Jones and Wilks-Heeg (2004), in their study Capitalising Culture: Liverpool 2008, 
explain the evolution of Liverpool’s former urban structuring. Despite events such as 
the Liverpool Garden Festival, held during 1984, and the opening on the refurbished 
Albert Dock in the same year, the notion of Liverpool as a cultural centre and tourist 
destination had little confidence until very recently. Indeed, for much of the 1980s 
and 1990s, Liverpool’s visitor attractions were most likely to be portrayed in highly 
ironic terms. Unsurprisingly, the ECOC award prompted many to make comparisons 
with the ‘dark days’ of Liverpool in the 1980s. In this context, the appeal to local 
policy-makers of ECOC 2008 as a potential means of replicating the former 
developments by using cultural policy to reverse far-reaching economic decline and 
replace jobs lost in traditional industries is obvious. 
Between the years 1976-1991, Liverpool lost over 192,000 jobs, representing a 53% 
decline in total employment (Jones and Wilks-Heeg, 2004). This decline was not 
only more dramatic than comparable British cities, it also contrasted sharply with the 
status of Victorian Liverpool as one of the great commercial centres of the world 
(Wilks-Heeg, 2003). By the late 1980s, Liverpool was placed 114th in a ranking of 
the economic performance of the 117 principal city-regions in the European 
Community. Thereafter, the gap between local economic performance and trends in 
the national economy widened further. 
Liverpool’s post-war economic decline prompted a dramatic rise in the city’s 
unemployment and poverty rates, as well as in related social problems such as 
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crime and drug dependency. Liverpool became virtually synonymous with urban 
social problems in the news media, feature films and television drama, while also 
serving as a laboratory for national government urban policy initiatives (Couch, 
2003). By the mid-1990s, such special initiatives could point to some evidence of 
success, particularly in relation to dealing with dereliction and improving the physical 
appearance of parts of the city, but Liverpool was clearly still a city experiencing 
economic decline and severe problems of concentrated social deprivation. 
From the late 1990s, however, evidence began to accumulate of a possible reversal 
of 30 years of continuous economic decline on Merseyside. During the late 1990s, 
key public and private sector interests, working collaboratively via the Liverpool 
Partnership Group, identified Liverpool city centre as the focus for future urban 
regeneration efforts, arguing that its role as the key driver of employment for local 
residents had been seriously neglected by previous urban policy programmes 
(Jones, and Wilks-Heeg, 2004). This policy initiating urban regeneration schemes in 
Liverpool has been a key opportunity for the city’s designation of ECOC title which 
was promoted with the slogan ‘The World in One City’. 
Indeed, in Liverpool, the focus on cultural regeneration in the run-up to its potential 
status as ECOC in 2008 is expected to help drive and maintain momentum on a 
whole range of social and economic objectives. A report by DCMS (2004a) predicts 
for Liverpool the following: 
▪ during the next 5 years Liverpool’s cultural sector will see a rapid expansion 
with investment of £2 billion from public and private sources; 
▪ the planned developments will reinforce the city’s role as a regional shopping 
centre, its role as a UK and European tourism destination and promote 
awareness of its cultural heritage; 
▪ employment in the cultural sector is estimated to grow by at least 14,000 
jobs; and 
▪ the cumulative effect of the Capital of Culture will be an extra 1.7 million 
visitors generating spending of over £50 million a year from 2004-2008. 
A remarkable regeneration activity is observed in the city centre of Liverpool. This 
activity is carried out by Liverpool Vision Company as an independent company 
established to bring together key public and private sector agencies to deliver the 
regeneration of Liverpool city centre (www.liverpoolvision.co.uk). Being the UK's first 
urban regeneration company, Liverpool Vision started the redevelopment of the city 
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centre in 2000 and accelerated the implementation by the year 2003 with winning 
the award of ECOC. 
 
Figure 4.2: A view of construction works within regeneration activity in city centre of 
Liverpool (Liverpool Vision, 2007) 
 
Figure 4.3: Action areas of urban regeneration in Liverpool city centre 
(www.liverpoolvision.co.uk) 
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Liverpool city centre in broad terms is currently divided into three zones: the 
waterfront, CBD and residential district. Waterfront district involves the projects of 
Pier Head and King’s Dock; CBD hosts the commercial district, retail core and 
Castle Street as live-and-work district; and residential district at Lime Street and 
Hope Street quarters. Among these, the residential development process in Hope 
Street quarter of the city centre that may provide important clues for the 
regeneration schemes will be summerized below. 
As Lasalle (2002) stresses, development of new residential accommodation in 
Liverpool city centre is important for a number of reasons. The legacy of Liverpool’s 
Victorian growth manifested itself in a city centre dominated by large scale, and 
ornate office buildings. The decline in Liverpool’s fortunes has left the city centre 
with two pressing problems. Firstly, an overhang of outmoded office 
accommodation, much of which is in Victorian, listed buildings. Secondly, a city 
centre area that is not able to support the range and type of buildings available, 
particularly in the office sector. 
Recent growth in Liverpool’s residential community has begun to assist in 
addressing both of these underlying difficulties. Lasalle (2002) continues that a 
number of Victorian buildings have been converted to residential use and new build 
has also been successfully integrated into the city centre environment. Still, there 
are significant pieces of land available for development within or on the edges of the 
city centre. There are also still a large number of buildings either available or likely 
to become available for regeneration within the next decade. 
All the comprehensive regeneration works and optimist but reliable expectations at 
least partially but certainly depend on achieving positive cultural impacts. Being 
aware of this fact, the administrative bodies of Liverpool ECOC 2008 programme 
have developed a research programme for measuring impact of culture on urban 
regeneration yet before the realisation of the event. 
4.2.2. Impacts 08 Programme for Impact Measurement 
‘Impacts 08 - The Liverpool Model’ is the research and evaluation programme for 
the Liverpool European Capital of Culture 2008. The aim of Impacts 08 is to develop 
a research model for evaluating the multiple impacts of culture-led regeneration 
programmes that can be applied to events across the UK and beyond (Impacts 08, 
2007a).  
Liverpool City Council has commissioned University of Liverpool and Liverpool John 
Moores University to develop Impacts 08 in partnership with the Cultural Research 
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Steering Group – made up of Liverpool City Council, Liverpool Culture Company 
and representatives from Culture Northwest, the regional cultural consortium, 
including Arts Council England (North West) and the North West Culture 
Observatory (www.impacts08.net). 
The ambition of Impacts 08 is to offer an innovative approach to measuring the 
impacts of culture-led regeneration. This goes beyond the usual quantitative 
indicators, focused on measuring job creation and tourism growth, to take into 
account the lived experiences of the people of Liverpool. As stated in the official 
online source (www.impacts08.net) the programme also takes a longitudinal 
approach exploring change in outcomes, experiences, perceptions and 
understanding over time – from the pre-bid period (2000), through the bidding and 
nomination (2002-3), preparations towards the event year (2004-7), 2008 and 
beyond. 
The main aim of Impacts 08 is to develop an exemplary, longitudinal ‘Liverpool 
Model’ for cultural impact assessment that will measure and analyse the socio-
economic and cultural impacts of Liverpool’s ECOC programme. In the Baseline 
Report of the programme (Impacts 08, 2007a) four main objectives are defined by 
Impacts 08 – The Liverpool Model: 
▪ Provide longitudinal impact analysis of cultural programmes and events (both 
retrospectively, to cover the impact of the bid itself, and up to 2009/10); 
▪ Provide intelligence to guide decision-making within the cultural programme 
and marketing strategy; 
▪ Grow the evidence base for the impact of culture upon regeneration and city 
renaissance (to inform national debate, influence funding decisions, and 
assist regional cultural planning); 
▪ Provide a replicable model that will add to the legacy of 2008 (e.g. for future 
Capitals of Culture or similar large-scale projects elsewhere, but also to 
inform other large programmes specifically in Liverpool). 
The research plans to measure across the full range of cultural, economic, social 
and environmental impacts of culture’s activity on Liverpool ECOC 2008 programme 
and to comprise a demonstration project for developing cultural intelligence in 
Liverpool and the region as a whole. These impacts of culture to be measured over 
Liverpool’s urban regeneration programme are devided into research themes and 
elements. 
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4.2.2.1. Main Areas of Impact and Research Elements 
As stated in the baseline report of the programme (2007a), Impacts 08 is updated by 
previous research on the impacts of cultural regeneration initiatives and builds on 
the core Liverpool ECOC 2008 objectives in order to identify its research themes as 
main areas of impact. This has led to identifying six main themes for the research 
programme, around which core indicator clusters and impact analysis are organised. 
The baseline findings presented in the baseline report in the context of these main 
themes are reviewed below: 
▪ Economic Impacts and Processes: This thematic area maps the impacts 
of the ECOC on the economy of Liverpool, Merseyside and the North West. 
Sub-themes include impacts on inward investment; tourism; employment and 
job creation; and the strength and quality of the business sector. 
▪ The City’s Cultural System: This area considers the vitality and 
sustainability of the cultural system and creative economy of Liverpool. Sub-
themes include profile of the sector (number and type of organisations, 
facilities, and jobs); sustainability of the system (e.g. skill development in the 
cultural sector); the Culture Company’s direct contribution (e.g. direct 
investment/funding in the city’s cultural system by ECOC organisers); and 
the contribution of other relevant institutions to the creative economy of other 
environments in the North West. 
▪ Cultural Access and Participation: This includes demographic and 
geographic data on participants and non-participants in cultural activities, 
with particular reference to access to opportunities for cultural involvement. 
In addition it focuses on particular sub-cultures and groups, and explores 
experiences, cultural values and reasons for participation. This theme places 
particular emphasis on the impact of direct or indirect participation and 
engagement with the Liverpool ECOC on people’s quality of life and well-
being. 
▪ Identity, Image, and Place: The sub-themes for this area include the 
positioning of Liverpool before and after becoming ECOC, and the changing 
meanings associated with the city by its diverse local communities, visitors 
from around the North West, rest of the UK and overseas, and other UK 
residents that may not have visited the city. It also assesses the strength of 
local collective identity and self-confidence. 
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▪ Physical Infrastructure and Sustainability of the City: Sub-themes 
include impacts on the public realm, quality and type of the physical 
infrastructure of culture (in terms of built environment, venues, parks, and 
public art); physical access issues (such as transport and parking) and the 
environmental sustainability of the programme. 
▪ The Philosophy and Management of the Process: This theme reflects on 
the impacts of the processes and philosophies underpinning the 
management and development of the Liverpool ECOC and how the benefits 
of these can be replicated in other city regeneration programmes. 
The Impacts 08 research methodologies are longitudinal, thus providing a stable 
and coherent framework that ensures findings are comparable for the duration of the 
programme. The programme combines an assessment of existing data collected by 
established agencies and the generation of new data sets. Key strands include: 
▪ Benchmark indicators: Clusters of key indicators for each ‘theme’ across 
the four dimensions of impact (economic, social, cultural and physical) have 
been selected and are being collected from baselines in 2000 through to 
2010. These indicators are to be reported to establish key ECOC impact 
trends; 
▪ Data monitoring: Existing data and that collected for and by the cultural 
programme organisers is being gathered and analysed to reflect the multiple 
impacts of the Liverpool ECOC. This includes in-house (Liverpool City 
Council and Culture Company) and external evaluations of specific elements 
of the programme, as well as general tourism, economic and cultural 
development figures; 
▪ Contextual data collection and analysis: Additional research should be 
carried out to fill relevant data ‘gaps’ and in order to enlighten the figures 
given by indicator mapping. Methodologies include: interviews with key 
stakeholders, local people and event participants; surveys; content analysis 
of media clippings; participatory mapping techniques; and case study 
research. 
Main areas of impacts refered to research themes, and research elements of 
methodology indicate the logical classification used in measuring the impact of 
culture on Liverpool’s regeneration. Like in the cases throughout Europe, cultural 
indicators are defined under the themes of in Impacts 08 programme as tools for 
measuring the impacts. 
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4.2.2.2. Cultural Indicators to Explore the Impacts of Liverpool ECOC 2010 
Benchmark Indicators Report (2007b) of Impacts 08 programme presents the 
current state of play regarding the selection and population of cultural indicators, to 
explore the impacts of the Liverpool ECOC. The report stresses that developing the 
specific indicators that will best reflect this, as well as finding appropriate data, is 
part of the process of developing the Liverpool Model and will be ongoing 
throughout the programme. The incomplete list of cultural indicators mentioned in 
this chapter show that they are flexible and should be expanded. 
The current indicators reflect a wide range of themes covered by Impacts 08 but are 
not extensive. They focus on the macro city-level indicators, as well as areas where 
there is direct input from the Liverpool Culture Company. In particular, further work 
is underway to develop good practice in balancing conventional economic and event 
participation figures with a more nuanced exploration of the social, cultural and 
physical impacts (Impacts 08, 2007b). 
Table 4.1: Liverpool Impacts 08 Model’s (2007b) cultural indicators 
 Areas of impact 
Indicators 
Ec
on
om
ic
 
re
ge
ne
ra
tio
n  Economic 
impacts and 
processes 
1. GVA (Gross Value Added) (£M) 
2. GVA per capita (£) 
3. GVA % change on previous year (%) 
4. GVA per capita % change on previous year (%) 
5. Liverpool employment volume (Total) 
6. Employment volume – Retail 
7. Employment volume – Tourism 
8. Employment volume – Creative industries 
9. Business units – creative industries 
10. Economically active with no qualifications (%) 
11. Economically active with NVQ2+ (%) 
12. Economically active with NVQ4+ (%) 
13. Liverpool visitor expenditure (£M) 
14. Conferences in Liverpool (#) 
15. Conference delegates visiting Liverpool (#) 
16. Total room nights sold in Liverpool (#) 
17. Liverpool hotel occupancy (%) 
18. Average room rate (£) 
19. Rooms/bedspaces refurbished/built (city centre) 
20. Rooms/bedspaces refurbished/built (whole city) 
21. Hotel rooms (city centre) (#) 
22. Hotel rooms (whole city) (#) 
C
ul
tu
ra
l 
re
ge
ne
ra
tio
n  The city’s 
cultural system 
23. Size of the Liverpool’s creative industries business base 
24. Positive press reviews of Liverpool 08 flagship events (%) 
25. Artistic events previewing at, or commissioned for, Liverpool 
08 (#) 
26. Investment in the cultural sector 
27. The take-up of training targeted specifically at the sector 
28. Funding given to cultural organisations 
29. Days of artist employment through Culture Company grants 
and commissions 
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Table 4.1: Liverpool Impacts 08 Model’s (2007b) cultural indicators (continued) 
Cultural access 
and 
participation 
30. Events funded, or directly organised, by Liverpool Culture 
Company 
31. People involved in funded/organised events (#) 
32. Volunteers involved in the Liverpool 08 programme (#) 
33. Days of volunteering (#) 
34. Performers and workshop participants aged between 16-25 
(#) 
35. BME as performers and workshop participants (#) 
36. Disabled people involving in cultural events (%) 
37. Liverpool 08 cultural partners receiving Disability Equality 
Action Training (#) 
38. Liverpool residents’ interest in culture 
39. Cultural engagement 
So
ci
al
 
re
ge
ne
ra
tio
n  
Image, identity 
and sense of 
place 
40. Value of positive articles on ECOC 
41. National press articles mentioning Liverpool ECOC (#) 
42. Positive national press articles on Liverpool (%) 
43. Positive impressions of Liverpool (UK apart from NW) (%) 
44. “Is Liverpool a premier European city?” (% outside NW, 
agree) 
45. “Is Liverpool a place you want to visit?” (% outside NW, 
agree) 
Physical 
infrastructure 
and 
sustainability 
46. Level of investment in heritage infrastructure 
47. Level of investment in new construction 
48. Completed major infrastructure projects (# or %) 
49. Visitors who travel to Liverpool by car (%) Ph
ys
ic
al
 
re
ge
ne
ra
tio
n  
Philosophy and 
management of 
the process 
50. Income sources of ECOC (sponsors/commercial; City 
Council; arts sector; other public sector) 
51. Total income by sources 
52. Organisational members of 08businessconnect (#) 
53. Sponsors (cumulative) (#) 
54. Income from sponsors (financial year) 
Liverpool Impacts 08 programme aims to reveal impacts of culture on Liverpool’s 
regeneration before, during and after ECOC 2008 programme by using the 
longitudinal impact assessment methodology. By doing this, permanent and 
sustainable benefits of urban regeneration activities are expected to achieve. 
Indeed, for positive long-term reflections of culture-led urban regeneration schemes, 
the impact of culture has to be sustained. This method which is for the first time 
conducted in an ECOC case may become a requirement for all ECOC cities which 
plan culture-led urban regeneration activities. The city of Istanbul to host this major 
event in 2010 may come within this scope. 
4.3. A New Catalyst for Urban Regeneration in Turkey: Istanbul ECOC 2010 
Theoretical and practical issues of the European origin reviewed so far aimes to 
provide an understanding on the concepts of urban regeneration and culture; 
measuring the impact of culture through urban regeneration; and ECOC as new 
catalyst for urban regeneration with a special emphasis on Liverpool ECOC 2008 
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case due to special programme, Impacts 08, to measure culture’s impacts 
particularly on an ECOC city. 
As followed in the previous section, ECOC is introduced as a new catalyst for urban 
regeneration depending on the opportunities this programme offers. Coming to the 
national reference a same opportunity appears in Turkey with ECOC award 
conferred to Istanbul for the year 2010. 
The decision taken in 2000 enabled the title of ECOC to be extended to include 
cities in countries that were not members of the European Union during the period 
2005-2019 (Palmer, 2004). This created the opportunity for Istanbul to apply for the 
title of European Capital of Culture 2010. In the same year the Istanbul ECOC 
Initiative Group, comprising 13 non-governmental organizations, began to work on 
the ECOC 2010 proposal. 
The initiative group of Istanbul ECOC 2010, which has been expanded through the 
inclusion of members of the city’s cultural and artistic communities, academicians, 
administrators and representatives of new NGOs, prepared, with the support of the 
Prime Ministry, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the Ministry for Culture and Tourism, 
the Istanbul Governorate, the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality Mayor’s Office, a 
joint dossier for Istanbul to be chosen as European Capital of Culture 
(www.istanbul2010.org). The dossier, entitled “Istanbul: City of the Four Elements” 
was presented to the Council of Europe General Directorate for Education and 
Culture in Brussels on 13 December 2005 and the title was delivered to Istanbul in 
2006 by the directorate. 
Istanbul’s ECOC designation engendered a comprehensive preparation period 
involving issues as broad as promotion of existing cultural heritage and 
cosmopolitan nature of the population, demonstration of cultural projects, 
involvement of NGOs and public, and implementing urban regeneration projects to 
stimulate urban development goals and bring vitality to the urban areas in need. In 
this part of the study these issues will be reviewed with a special emphasis given to 
urban regeneration efforts within Istanbul ECOC 2010. But first, it is necessary to 
render a brief overview of urban regeneration experience in Turkey. 
4.3.1. Review of Urban Regeneration in Turkey 
In Turkish urban planning system, urban regeneration appears to be the reflection of 
regaining and restructuring particularly in illegal settlement areas such as squatter 
settlements which are located in city centres and close surroundings through the 
model of urban renewal. 
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Early examples of urban regeneration in Turkey appeared in the squatter 
settlements which emerged in the second half of the 20th century. Egercioğlu and 
Özdemir (2007) offer a distinction of three periods for the evolution of urban 
regeneration in Turkish major cities since 1950s. 
According to this, the first period covers the years 1950 to 1980. This is the period 
when policies of economic growth and industrialization motivated the rapid growth of 
urban centres and the development of squatter areas in large cities. A major urban 
regeneration in this period is caused first by the invasion of vacant land at the 
periphery of cities by squatter housing. 
The second period, from 1980 to 2000 is when the large urban settlements/ 
metropolitan cities in Turkey are regenerated under the impact of liberalisation and 
globalization of the country’s economy. In this period two important developments in 
the urban space attracts attention. These include, on the one hand, increase in the 
construction of authorised as well as unauthorised of residential areas; on the other 
hand, the decentralization of residential areas. Urban regeneration within this period 
can be observed in the inner city residential and industrial areas, the CBD and in the 
coastal areas. 
The last period, beginning with the year 2000, when privatization of public 
institutions has gained speed, is when for the first time regeneration strategies for 
larger urban areas are adopted by the local authorities and implemented in 
collaboration with the private sector (Bayraktar, 2006). 
On the other hand, Dündar (2003) defines Turkish urban regeneration practice with 
two means: regeneration through reclamation development plans, and regeneration 
through urban regeneration projects. This view argues that reclamation plans which 
enable ‘legalization’ of squatter areas allowed the local governments, namely district 
municipalities, to bring infrastructural facilities and land subdivision (parcellation) to 
these areas. This encounters the private developers and ‘squatter holder’ to decide 
on the new structuring of the land. However, apart from a systematic planning 
concept, reclamation plans could not solve the problems of squatter settlements, the 
most problematic of which fell outside the urban regeneration activity because of 
concerns such as high annuity expectation, topographic barriers, and areas located 
in urban periphery and adjacent to industrial zones (Şenyapılı and Türel, 1996). 
The insufficient capability of reclamation development plans led local authorities 
explore new ways of solutions. With this purpose urban regeneration projects arose 
in planning agendas of municipalities, especially in major cities of Turkey. These 
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projects aim to provide rapid rehabilitation of city centres and evacuated industrial 
areas as well as to generate attraction areas in urban arena (Dündar, 2003). Here it 
is necessary to note that there remains the risk of creating luxury uses which ignore 
the relatively lower socis-economic standard of the area instead of improving the 
living conditions and/or solving problems of existing inhabitants. Thus, urban 
regeneration projects have to consider the local needs and involve relevant 
stakeholders such as NGOs and inhabitants. Considering the mentioned vulnerable 
points urban regeneration schemes in Turkey can return vast benefits concerning 
economic, social and physical environments of cities. 
Consequently, as Balamir et al. (2004) highlight, Turkey has to upgrade its urban 
environment extensively, introducing better infrastructure, transportation systems, 
public services, ensuring higher safety; reclaiming superior design standards and 
aesthetics; and restructuring social justice by developing comprehensive policies of 
urban regeneration. In this way vision of Turkish urban areas can be encouraged to 
compete with the cities of developed countries. 
Actually, as stated in Section 2 of this study, foreign examples of urban regeneration 
practice offer new dimensions to reveal positive outcomes from regeneration 
activities. In Turkey, a recent example of these efforts stands out in the case of 
Istanbul ECOC 2010 which bears large scale culture-led urban regeneration activity. 
4.3.2. Istanbul ECOC 2010 Programme 
Istanbul is a unique city due to its location at the crossroads of Europe and the 
Middle East; a peculiarity is reflected through the history, geographical features and 
the mixture of different cultures. The city is a strategic centre for Turkey’s integration 
and interaction with Europe, and the rest of the world. For today, in the process of 
adaptation to the European Union, Istanbul, like whole Turkey, has to be in the 
process of reconstruction of all institutional, legal, economic and financial systems 
(Özçevik et al., 2007). 
From the social point of view on the other hand, throughout the history, Istanbul has 
been home to countless societies and cultures. The city retains still its rich 
cosmopolitan character, sometimes concealing and sometimes revealing the 
evidence of its unique physical and cultural legacy. Based on these aspects, 
Istanbul’s designation to become one of Europe’s capitals of culture can be a 
primary example of successful urban development project collaboration between 
Istanbul civil society organizations and government bodies. Thus, the city’s title as 
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the European Capital of Culture for 2010 is an opportunity for Istanbul residents as 
well as Istanbul, Turkey and Europe. 
As stated in the official web site of Istanbul ECOC 2010 (www.istanbul2010.org) the 
principal goal of Istanbul 2010 is to carry out a comprehensive urban development 
project through arts and culture, and reveal Istanbul’s cultural wealth as a huge 
inspirational source for the whole world. Parallel to this goal Istanbul 2010’s mission 
can be explained under five major titles: 
Urban Regeneration 
Istanbul 2010 aims to increase individual contributions to urban regeneration by 
encouraging more Istanbul residents to participate in arts and culture projects. 
Istanbul 2010 will also lead urban regeneration towards better ways of living 
together by benefiting from the inquisitive, exploratory, analytical, contributive nature 
of arts and culture. 
Cultural Heritage 
Istanbul 2010 aims to support projects which will enrich city’s urban character and 
increase its cultural output by both preserving and putting into value Istanbul’s 
cultural and natural possessions in creative ways that correspond to city residents’ 
daily routine and work ethics, and surpass traditional tourism. In order to reinforce 
the coordination between cultural, natural and urban heritage preservation projects 
implemented under Istanbul 2010, projects which emphasize reprocessing 
awareness and responsibility will be given priority. Besides the City Museum project, 
exemplary projects will be those which will reuse redundant industrial areas such as 
dockyards and gasworks. 
Cultural and Artistic Infrastructure 
Despite its prosperous cultural heritage, Istanbul has not achieved its merit in means 
of artistic productivity, accessibility, education and communication. Preservation of 
Istanbul’s cultural heritage will not suffice for taking part in the global race among 
world’s capitals and regenerating Istanbul into a major arts and culture metropolis. 
Investment in artistic and cultural platforms which will contribute to all types of 
artistic performance, arts exhibitions, libraries, education and media that in turn will 
increase residents’ participation is necessary to attain this goal. 
Multiculturalism 
As the renowned capital of empires, Istanbul encompassed different cultural, 
ethnical, religious identities throughout its history. Istanbul’s tradition and know how 
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in cosmopolitanism are essential values it needs to re-take advantage on its way to 
becoming one of the mega capitals of the world. Istanbul can also transmit these 
values to other European capitals which have witnessed ethnic, religious, social 
conflicts. Istanbul 2010 values projects which accentuate cultural variety and 
suggest Istanbullites practical ways of living with aforementioned cultural 
differences. Istanbul 2010 is a unique opportunity for creation and implementation of 
projects that will augment multicultural exchanges and communications, lead to 
creative meetings which will bring together Istanbul’s eastern and western part, 
which in turn will render Istanbul a cultural attraction point that unites people from 
different artistic and cultural backgrounds. 
Cooperation Teamwork 
It has become obligatory to implement interdisciplinary arts and culture projects 
involving various actors, since arts and culture are becoming evermore prominent in 
Istanbul. Istanbul 2010 prioritizes projects which will emphasize collaboration 
between public sector, municipal government bodies, civil society organizations, 
educational institutions, and independent arts organizations. The programme aims 
to present such projects as exemplary projects for optimal democratization in 
decision making and endorsement of project execution culture in the city. 
This framework of programme with a wide spectrum of urban regeneration, cultural 
heritage and interaction, cultural and artistic infrastructure, and interdisciplinary 
cooperation enabled a successful process of selection for Istanbul ECOC 2010 
candidacy. 
4.3.2.1. Promotion and Selection Process of Istanbul ECOC 2010 
Under this scope, the initiative for the candidature of Istanbul was started by civil 
society organisations. These organisations (including cultural organisations) are the 
backbone of the project’s concept, planning and implementation. 
An example of successful attempts can be noticed as Istanbul’s designation for 
ECOC 2010. The selection panel for the ECOC 2010 in ‘the Report of the Selection 
Meeting for the European Capitals of Culture 2010’ (ECOC, 2006) notes the basic 
reasons to carry Istanbul’s candidacy to the realisation of the ECOC title. 
According to the delegation, while participation in preparing the programme and the 
different events is open, a clear management structure has been put in place, 
consisting of an administrative and an executive board which meet at regular 
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intervals and monitor progress of the programme and the events leading up to the 
ECOC year 2010. 
Special attention has been given to communication and promotion activities. Special 
partnerships with newspapers, radio and TV stations are planned to establish. In 
addition, the organisers of the 2010 project work together closely with 26 schools of 
communication and will make its young artists ‘ambassadors’ of Istanbul 2010 
abroad. 
On the other hand, Istanbul has started a novel ‘bottom up’ process, mobilising large 
parts of its population and civil society organisations already in the planning phase 
for the project, by which civil society and its organisations become the owners of this 
process (www.istanbul2010.org). The delegation stresses that during the ECOC the 
arts would go public in Istanbul in order to attract also parts of the population which, 
in the past, would not have been the primary target groups for such activities. 
Furthermore, emphasis is aimed to put on promoting young artists, for whom the 
ECOC year would be a unique opportunity to become known at the international 
level. 
As to the candidature of Istanbul, the proposal was evaluated as the result of a long 
and careful preparation and of an in-depth reflection on the nature and purpose of 
the ECOC action. The report (ECOC, 2006) underlines that the delegation had a 
clear view of the concept and the tools and methodologies needed in order to 
achieve the event. The experts expressed satisfaction with the innovative character 
of programme and the strong European dimension of the project. The bottom-up 
process, as well as the active role of civil society, were viewed as crucial assets of 
the proposal. The sustainable character of the programme, starting in 2007 and 
going beyond the ECOC year, was noted positively, as well as the intention to reach 
out to parts of the local population which would normally not be the primary target 
groups for cultural events. The communication strategy which was developed as an 
integral part of the proposal could serve as example to be followed by other 
candidate cities. 
The panel concluded that Istanbul’s proposal responded to all criteria set in Decision 
1419 and decided unanimously to recommend the designation of Istanbul as an 
ECOC for 2010 on the basis of Decision 1419/1999 (ECOC, 2006). Consequently, 
the delegation underlined that the Capital of Culture title and event in 2010 would 
turn the city of Istanbul of the present and the past into a vibrant city of the future. 
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4.3.2.2. Istanbul ECOC 2010 Theme: The City of Four Elements 
Inspired by Aristotle’s theory of the four elements, Istanbul ECOC 2010 programme 
is built around the four elements of the universe, which have a special meaning to 
Istanbul (ECOC, 2006): “Earth” refers to tradition and transformation; “Air - heaven 
sent” will bring local and foreign musicians together. “Water - the city and the sea” 
will focus on a multitude of activities on the Bosphorus and “Fire - forging the future” 
will focus on modern arts and events for large parts of its population. By this way, 
the activities planned to take place during the ECOC year are associated within the 
concept of four elements. 
Table 4.2: Description of the theme of Istanbul ECOC 2010 (Istanbul ECOC 2010 
Initiative, 2005) 
Theme Description 
Earth 
(1 January–20 March) 
Tradition & Transformation 
“Earth” means the history, tradition and cultural heritage of 
the land. Under this heading come the values of the past 
which have been preserved down to the present day and 
will be passed on to future generations – ancient values 
that take root and send forth fresh leaves like the seeds of 
new plants. 
Air 
(21 March–21 June) 
Heaven Sent 
The minarets and church bell towers, which are the 
symbols of the city’s spiritual wealth, will this time form a 
‘Living Together’ choir. Anatolia’s extraordinary rich cultural 
legacy reserves a special place for the history of religions 
and the value of belief systems. 
Water 
(22 June–22 September) 
The City & The Sea 
The Bosphorus, Istanbul’s major waterway, which connects 
Europe to Asia and the Black Sea to the Mediterranean, is 
steeped in history and mythology. The boats which have 
bobbed on these waters for generations have been 
reshaped according to their function and to local 
conditions. In order to understand their impact on daily life, 
it is important to add Istanbul’s waterways to the ECOC 
2010 programme. So the Bosphorus and the Golden Horn 
have been chosen as major venues for the summer 
session of the celebrations under the theme of “Water”. 
Fire 
(23 September–31 December) 
Forging the Future 
“Fire” is the most powerful transformative instrument, 
turning water to steam, wood to ash and sand to glass. In 
the autumn phase of ECOC 2010 it will be the inspiration 
for forward-thinking projects which seek to create 
sustainable cultural assets and urban renewal. 
During the one-year programme of Istanbul ECOC 2010 a variety of cultural projects 
are determined to take place, grouped under four themes, each of which responds 
to an element. Thus, 12 projects of a total of 76 cultural events are associated with 
the theme ‘earth’, corresponding to ‘tradition and transformation’; 23 projects are 
within the theme ‘air’ assembling different aspects of the city of Istanbul; 19 projects 
are defined under the theme ‘water’ emphasizing the relation between ‘The City and 
the Sea’; and the rest 22 cultural projects are determined under the element ‘fire’ 
upon the slogan of the theme, ‘Forging the Future’. 
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Table 4.3: Cultural projects defined under the theme of four elements (Istanbul 
ECOC 2010 Initiative, 2005) 
EARTH 
Tradition & 
Transformation 
AIR 
Heaven Sent 
WATER 
The City and the Sea 
FIRE 
Forging the Future 
1. Grand opening 
2. Mothers, 
goddesses and 
sultanas 
3. Imperial passions 
4. Istanbul 
inspirations 
5. Turkish makam 
music, between the 
past and the future 
6. Istanbul costumes 
7. Topkapı Palace 
cyber museum 
8. Only in Istanbul 
9. International 
puppet theatre 
festival 
10. 7000 years at 7000 
meters 
11. Harmony in 
diversity 
12. Şenlikname 
13. Living together 
14. Icons and sacred 
relics in the atrium 
of Hagia Eirene 
15. Hagia Sophia 
throughout the 
centuries 
symposium 
16. Islam & humanitas 
17. Days of faith 
18. Hidrellez 
19. 40 days 40 
concerts 
20. Babylon turns 
Istanbul on 
21. Major encounters 
22. New language of 
music in new 
Europe 
23. Tango: 3 cities, 3 
cultures and a 
passion 
24. Istanbul: a refugee 
for all times 
25. Towards heaven 
26. The meeting of 
street theatres 
27. 2010 district 
festivals 
28. International 
Istanbul theatre 
festival 
29. 3 women / 3 
Istanbul – bodies 
and the city 
30. Thinking together 
on public projects 
31. International 
Istanbul film festival 
32. 10 Istanbul 
33. Istanbul, symphony 
of a city 
34. We’re uncovering 
Istanbul 
35. The immigrants – 
towards a common 
future 
36. Europe on the 
Bosphorus 
37. Painting the 
Bosphorus blue 
38. Istanbul history and 
sea festival 
39. 40 hammams story 
40. The danube bridge 
41. From the past to 
the future: Istanbul 
and her sister 
European capitals 
of culture 
42. Istanbul meeting of 
the European 
capitals of culture 
43. Europ-ist 2010 
44. By the flow of water 
45. Youth integrart 
46. 3 countries - 3 
composers - 3 
concerts 
47. International 
Istanbul music 
festival 
48. International 
Istanbul jazz 
festival 
49. Far away so close 
50. Heybeliada sound 
project 
51. International 
festival of islands 
52. Ramadan festivities 
2010 
53. Mahya contest 
54. Children's festival: 
children's world 
55. International 
Istanbul biennial 
56. Architectural 
biennial 
57. Istanbul on the 
move 
58. Design 2010 
59. International 
student triennial 
60. Istanbul: a place 
with no doors or 
windows 
61. Dem(art)racy village 
62. Forging the future, 
forging culture 
63. Photo-bridge 
64. International 
Istanbul 
photography festival 
65. "4+1" 
earth/air/water/fire + 
eternity 
66. 20th Akbank 
international jazz 
festival - celebrating 
Istanbul@ the 
European 
Crossroads 
67. Mediterranean 
contemporary 
music festival 
68. Perafest 
69. Two musical 
geniuses from east 
and west: Itri & 
Bach 
70. Miam electro-
acoustic & 
intermedia platform 
71. Miam film music & 
sound design 
72. Miam contemporary 
music 
73. Miam 
ethnomusicology 
74. Impressionist 
75. The conference of 
world artists for 
peace 
76. In lieu: writing 
on/in/to Istanbul 
As a European Capital of Culture, ‘Istanbul, the city of the four elements’ seeks to 
function as a bridge, connecting Europe to its eastern geography. As stated in the 
previous chapter indicating the mission of Istanbul ECOC 2010, this intent is 
planned to obtain through implementing discrete cultural projects mentioned above 
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as well as a series of  projects including urban regeneration schemes defined in the 
European Capital of Culture Application Book of Istanbul 2010 ECOC initiative. 
4.3.2.3. Efforts of Urban Regeneration within Scope of Istanbul ECOC 2010 
There have been numerous determined efforts to reveal Istanbul’s archaeological 
remains and to restore historical and cultural structures to their past magnificence. 
As part of the Istanbul ECOC programme these urban values are not only aimed to 
renovate or restore but to turn them into instruments for understanding the past, 
shedding light on the modern day and developing them as learning tools for urban 
education (Istanbul ECOC 2010 Initiative, 2005). 
Under this purpose, the ongoing urban regeneration and restoration projects in 
Istanbul were overviewed by the initiative to determine the ones that can be defined 
under the heading of ‘On the Way to 2010’ of ECOC application book. The basic 
principles of strategic base and context of the projects determined by the ECOC 
Thematic Board (2005) are as follows: 
1. Strengthening the link between Europe and Turkey with the aim of cultural 
cooperation; 
2. Realisation of a multi-actor governance model with involvement of NGOs; 
3. Developing collaborative schemes where Istanbul and one or more of 
European cities can contribute to provide cultural “empathy”; 
4. Creating a platform to steam up the permanent intercultural dialogue; 
5. Providing dissemination and sustainability of projects to whole parts of 
public; 
6. Accessing massive population by cultural activities by using all media 
facilities;  
7. Supporting the harmony of architectural heritage and new urban planning 
strategies; 
8. Driving benefits from the history, architecture, arts movement and living style 
of the city; 
9. Promoting the arts movements and fashion which support urban 
development; 
10. Supporting innovation and creativity in arts; 
11. Aiming at approaching young population to arts; 
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12. Easing access to artistic real estates of the city; 
13. Promoting permanent cultural tourism by managing the cultural heritage in a 
sustainable way. 
Upon these principles seven urban regeneration projects in Istanbul, some already 
ongoing and some at the planning stage by the year 2005, were assigned as 
regeneration projects within the scope of urban regeneration efforts of Istanbul 
ECOC 2010: Associazione Palatina/Sultanahmet Rehabilitation Project, Beyoğlu 
Rehabilitation Project, Fener-Balat Assessment/Sampling Project, The Revival of 
the Historic Bazaar of Kadıköy, Zeyrek: Historical Houses Restoration, Kamondo 
Mausoleum and Non-Moslem Cemetery Restoration Project, and Zeytinburnu 
Culture Valley Project. These projects are introduced within different aspects 
according to the project concept, but it is possible to compare them according to 
project goals objectives, project location and partners involved in the administration 
and execution of the projects. 
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In an examination of these projects it is observed that each of them is executed by a 
district municipality in collaboration with Governorship of Istanbul, Istanbul 
Metropolitan Municipality, universities, individual experts, NGOs, foundations, 
private companies or international institutions and agencies depending on the scale 
and scope of the project. 
Location of the projects is mostly defined within district boundaries as diverse as 
Eminönü, Beyoğlu, Fatih, Kadıköy and Zeytinburnu. Among these, majority of the 
projects are located in Fatih District due to the historic and urban heritage in need of 
rehabilitation the district hosts within historic peninsula. 
Comparing types of these projects indicates that three of a total of seven are 
restoration projects, namely Beyoğlu Rehabilitation Project, Zeyrek Historical 
Houses Restoration Project, Kamondo Mausoleum and Cemetery Restoration 
Project; whereas four are urban regeneration projects, namely Associazione 
Palatina/Sultanahmet Rehabilitation Project, Fener-Balat Assessment/ Sampling 
Project, Revival of the Historic Bazaar of Kadıköy, and Zeytinburnu Culture Valley 
Project. 
Urban regeneration activity in Sultanahmet Rehabilitation Project concerns 
stimulating historic identity, social perceptions and economic conditions. In Fener-
Balat Assessment/Sampling Project regeneration activity focuses on physical 
definition of circulations, economic improvement, participative actions and project 
management issues. The urban regeneration project of the Revival of the Historic 
Bazaar of Kadıköy handles creating a model to sustain historical integrity. However, 
urban regeneration programme of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project involves the 
three dimensions of urban regeneration –physical, economic and social 
regeneration- with an additional emphasis on the cultural focuses located in the 
project area, combining all these issues to form a ‘culture valley’ adjacent to the 
historic walls of Istanbul. 
4.4. Evaluation of ECOC Programme as a New Catalyst 
Literature research and practical cases so far show that The European Capital of 
Culture (ECOC) programme is a significant catalyst for urban regeneration. Many of 
the winners of the title City or Capital of Culture have expressed their expectations 
towards achieving their regeneration objectives through the event. 
On the other hand, due to the nature of the ECOC programme, and as long as the 
main focus is on culture, the designated cities have to take this main component into 
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account when planning and implementing their urban regeneration schemes. Based 
on the fact that lasting nature of the ECOC event requires achieving a longer-term 
objective in the means of sustainable outcomes, regeneration activities depending 
on culture –whether as culture-led regeneration or cultural regeneration- need to 
consider continuity of positive impacts of culture. At least, cities to hold the ECOC 
title must be aware that, given the cost of organising such an event, it cannot be 
considered as a one-off occasion lacking the sustainability of longer-term impacts. 
At this point, longitudinal impact assessment method to understand cultural impacts 
ensures the survival of the ECOC as a meaningful, effective and sustainable 
example of culture-led regeneration. The clue behind this method is the assessment 
of urban regeneration schemes before, during and after the ECOC year through 
significant impacts defined within the preparation stage of the programme. 
Liverpool is a right case to observe in the means of the longitudinal impact study it 
executes, tracking the regeneration related social, economic, cultural and physical 
changes that take place in the city in advance of and after the city’s tenure as 
European Capital of Culture 2008. The Impacts 08 programme, therefore, provides 
role indicators to measure the impact of culture on urban regeneration. Still, it is 
important to remember that cultural indicators will vary according to the nature and 
scale of regeneration undertaken, local conditions, history and the objectives being 
pursued. 
At more local level, in the process of adaptation to the EU as well as the 
international opportunity of ECOC 2010, Istanbul is expecting improvements in 
cultural policy and planning system. Indeed, well organized and high standardized 
culture-led urban regeneration practices will become one of the key instruments of 
Istanbul’s future success beyond ECOC event. In order to achieve such success 
Istanbul too, needs to follow previous successful cases such as Liverpool ECOC 
2008. 
Existing urban regeneration projects in Istanbul that are identified by the ECOC 
initiative to support the event preparations on the way to 2010 show considerable 
differences concerning areas of intervention, and thus, impact. Among these, 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project is the most comprehensive case considering all 
four dimensions of urban regeneration like Liverpool: social, cultural, physical and 
economic regeneration. Thus, Culture Valley Project of Zeytinburnu will be 
undertaken in the case study section in order to measure impact of culture on urban 
regeneration. 
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5. THE CASE OF ZEYTINBURNU CULTURE VALLEY PROJECT 
The case of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project is undertaken in this study for 
measuring the impact of culture on urban regeneration. 
5.1. Aim, Scope and Methodology of the Case Study 
The aim of the case study is to propose a strategic approach for testing measurable 
culture related variables which have impact on urban regeneration in order to 
introduce a guiding set of expected impacts for urban regeneration programme of 
Istanbul ECOC 2010. Thus, this study intends to support effective usage of 
measurement and evaluation techniques in urban planning process. Upon this aim, 
the case of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project as a culture-led urban regeneration 
initiative in Istanbul is examined in this section. 
In this context, a brief overview of Zeytinburnu District is carried out to consolidate a 
wide-angled understanding on the case study area. Case study area is then 
examined in details in the means of physical and socio-economic structure analyses 
followed by a special attention to cultural focuses which motivate the culture-led 
urban regeneration activity in the project. The next chapter of this section handles 
the measurement of culture’s impact on this activity. 
The indicator definitions, based on the work of Matarasso, Evans and Liverpool 
Impacts 08 model, were used in development of case study indicators. The exact 
wording, format and content of the questionnaire was originally formulated upon four 
dimensions of urban regeneration and areas of impact of Liverpool Impacts 08 
model. 
A range of qualitative weighted indicators and a points-scoring framework developed 
in the study are applied to culture-led regeneration schemes in Zeytinburnu Culture 
Valley through the survey addressed to Culture Valley residents. The respondents 
were chosen according to their level of attendance to the public participation 
activities and awareness on the project enterprises taking place in Zeytinburnu. 
They were required to have at least a minimum level of knowledge on Zeytinburnu 
Culture Valley Project to be able to answer the indicators. 
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Respondents were then asked to rank the significance of each cultural indicator with 
a value from 1 to 5, where 1 indicated not significant and 5 indicated highly 
significant. Cumulative scores are then evaluated according to indicator groupings. 
Thus, opinions of respondents are aimed to be gathered dependent on the 
questionnaire, giving way to receive and evaluate the expected impacts of culture on 
urban regeneration. 
By this way, the urban regeneration performance outputs of the case study are 
expected to show joined-up holistic thinking across culture focused programmes 
such as Istanbul to be the European Capital of Culture in the year 2010. 
5.2. Brief Overview of Zeytinburnu District 
Before examining details of the case study it is necessary to have a brief 
understanding on the district which hosts the Culture Valley Project. For this 
purpose, Zeytinburnu District can be overviewed in the means of settlement history, 
location and accessibility, demographic aspects and current urban activities. 
Even though Zeytinburnu has been a part of the urban life and area of Istanbul since 
the Roman ages, and there are various historical buildings and remains of those 
times, it did not itself have a vivid history. As areas out of the city walls at the 
Byzantine period were unsafe due to sieges that the city often faced, they were not 
settled continuously (Özçevik et al., 2007). Together with the foundation in the 
Ottoman times, of tanneries at today’s Kazlıçeşme, settlements around these as 
well started to take shape slowly. Zeytinburnu is accepted as one of the newest 
settlements of Istanbul due to the first settlements set up near Kazlıçeşme. This 
area is also known as the home of Turkey’s leather industry which has started over 
150 years ago. 
Today’s settlement profile takes its roots largely from the illegal housing that started 
in the middle of 1940s. This was the period Istanbul opened its doors to the wave of 
migration coming from Anatolia for recruitment and living opportunities the city 
offered. Thus, Zeytinburnu is also characterized by being shelter to the first squatter 
settlements of Istanbul. This aspect in time has been transformed into a web of 
problems such as planning barriers and questions in quality of life, all of which still 
constitute the current matters district’s policy makers and urban commentators 
attend to solve. 
Still, Zeytinburnu is an advantageous settlement due to its location and closeness to 
central districts of Istanbul. The district is located at the western side of the province 
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of Istanbul, covering a total of 1142 hectares. It is directly connected to the E-5 
highway and the Bosphorus Bridge. It is also possible to access TEM (Trans 
European Motorway) and thus also to Fatih Sultan Mehmet Bridge. Therefore it is an 
important window of Istanbul opening to the outer world. It is surrounded by Fatih to 
the east, Bayrampaşa to the north, Güngören and Bakırköy to the west and 
Marmara Sea to the south. In the means of administrative aspects, the district was 
governed by the Fatih Municipality in the east and the Bakırköy Municipality in the 
west until 1953, but became a municipality in 1953, and in 1957 became the 14th 
district of Istanbul. 
 
Figure 5.1: Location of Zeytinburnu district at national and provincial scale (Özçevik 
et al., 2007) 
The Zeytinburnu District’s population reached to 247,669 at the 2000 census. The 
realized population growth rate of 10 years between 1990 and 2000 is 49.5%. 
Increase in the total population of Istanbul was 37.1% and was far behind the 
increase observed in the Zeytinburnu District. Beygo et al. (2006) note that 
population increase after the year 1990 is related to the solution of the problems on 
deeds of a large part of the existing real estate and the development of new 
settlements due to the construction of permitted buildings. 
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Figure 5.2: Population of Zeytinburnu according to census years and gender (Murat 
and Ersöz, 2005) 
As mentioned above, being a first focus of illegal settlements in Turkey and 
sheltering major portion of the migration to Istanbul, Zeytinburnu has lacked a 
proper urbanization process and thus, today suffers from a densely and unqualified 
development (Özçevik et al., 2007). This negative picture is faced as a threat in the 
sustainability of social, physical and economic benefits. Zeytinburnu Municipality has 
worked on several strategic actions in order to implement ‘urban regeneration 
activities’ which aim to solve these problems that came up on the agenda, and to 
integrate those activities within urban planning framework. The most remarkable 
effort in this respect is the Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project which was initiated in 
2006. 
5.3. Description of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project 
Due to the conditions mentioned in the previous chapter, and former inefficient 
urban planning decisions, Zeytinburnu has faced the risk of losing its existing 
historic and cultural values. With the aim of dismissing this risk and providing 
rehabilitation of the area as well as improving the physical, economic and social 
vitality Zeytinburnu Municipality has initiated Culture Valley Project. 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project area is adjacent to the west of historic peninsula, 
bordered by D-100 (E-5) highway at the north. At the district scale, the area is 
located at the east side of Zeytinburnu, covering a total of 240 hectares. 
 Total  Male Female
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Figure 5.3: Location of Culture Valley Project area at provincial and district scales 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley area is a historic zone where Ottoman legions deployed 
during the conquest of Istanbul followed by several other historic events. Project 
area encloses important cultural values and settlements surrounding these, 
cemeteries of moslim, non-moslim and historic entities, and historic area of outer 
city walls. Due to existence of these historic and cultural values the project area was 
proclaimed as ‘protected area’ by the Istanbul Board of Protection of Cultural and 
Natural Values (Nr. 1) on 19.06.1981 with decision number 12850. 
According to Law on Renewed Preservation and Revitalised Using of Deteriorated 
Historical and Cultural Real Estates (Code Nr. 5366), ‘renewal area’ is defined as 
the areas proclaimed as the whole or a part of ‘protected areas’ which are accepted 
as Council of Ministers on the offer of relevant administrative body. Parallel to this, 
Culture Valley Project area was suggested as a renewal area by the decision of 
councils of Zeytinburnu Municipality and Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality. As a 
result of negotiations, the project area was proclaimed as a renewal area upon 
decision of Coulcil of Ministers dated 24.05.2006 (decision number 2006/10502) and 
approval of President, and issued in Official Newspaper dated 23.06.2006. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City walls
Culture Valley Project area
 73
 
 
Figure 5.4: Descriptive borders of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project 
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Within this legal framework project phases and programmes were determined by the 
Council of Zeytinburnu Municipality with decision number 2006/63, dated 
08.09.2006: 
Phase 1: Rehabilitation of Cultural Axis 
Phase 2: Development Area 
Phase 3: Renewal Area 
Phase 4: 700. Yıl Park and Surrounding 
Phase 5: Regeneration Area 
The project is currently at the stage of preparation of ‘preliminary renewal project’ 
which involves urban planning and architectural preliminary projects and interim 
reports of statics, installation, electricity, transportation and infrastructure. Following 
the approval of the preliminary renewal project by the relevant Renewal Board, 
‘implementation project’ will be developed covering urban design, architectural, 
statics, mechanics-electiricity installation and infrastructure projects of areas and/or 
buildings of rehabilitation and/or new development; and survey, restitution and 
restoration projects of historic buildings. 
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Figure 5.5: Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project phases 
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As a result, Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project commits to protect historic and 
cultural pattern while rehabilitating, to meet the contemporary needs while 
respecting cultural heritage. In this respect it would be useful to examine the existing 
physical and social conditions of the project area.  
5.3.1. Physical Structure Analysis of Culture Valley 
Physical structure of the project site is analysed through transportation, land use 
distribution, land ownership aspects and listed buildings belonging to area. 
Transportation network of Culture Valley Project site involve the D-100 highway and 
lower degree roads enabling access to neighbourhoods and urban facilities for 
motor vehicles. 
Public transportation types within project area are railway, light rail transit (LRT) and 
public buses. In addition to these, proposed metro line that is planned by Istanbul 
Metropolitan Municipality passes through project area. There are four bus stops and 
one LRT stop which indicate dense human movement due to the central location of 
the project site. 
Briefly, it is possible to state that the project area is rich in transportation network 
and accessibility. 
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Figure 5.6: Transportation analysis of Culture Valley Project area 
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Culture Valley Project area is shared by 19 different urban land uses excluding 
vacant spaces and roads. It is possible to show the distribution in a list below: 
Table 5.1: Land use distribution in Culture Valley Project area 
Land use type Number Area (sqm) Perc. (%) 
Housing Areas 
Residential 10 39867.05 1.67 
Urban Business Areas 
Administration 2 620.85 0.03 
Military 1 52395.94 2.19 
Commerce 4 39452.39 1.65 
Industry 8 50960.44 2.13 
Minor industry 7 29626.34 1.24 
Storage 3 11025.10 0.46 
Gas Station 1 6506.57 0.29 
Social Infrastructure Areas 
Education facilities 8 66823.72 2.80 
Cultural facilities 3 7723.46 0.32 
Health facilities 6 191915.56 8.03 
Religious facilities 7 14862.86 0.62 
Parks and Green Areas 
Green areas 3 20694.66 0.87 
Sports areas 4 86166.60 3.61 
Cemeteries 36 732163.14 30.65 
Technical Infrastructure and Other Uses 
Mass parking terminal 1 14211.61 0.59 
Garage 2 12906.68 0.54 
Urban infrastructure 2 2606.64 0.12 
Urban services 9 46863.82 1.96 
Agricultural zone 2 27132.30 1.14 
Vacant spaces 19 260144.25 10.89 
Roads - 673577.42 28.20 
Total 139 2400915.79 100.00 
According to the table above, it is observed that the area all the land uses cover 
(excluding urban roads) is totally 172,7 hectares which means 71.8% of the total 
study area of 240 hectares. Here, land uses are categorized in five groups: housing 
areas, urban business areas, social infrastructure areas, parks and green areas, 
technical infrastructure and other uses. 
Housing areas indicate the residential use covering a total area of about 4 hectares 
and a ratio of 1.67%. They are mainly grouped in 3 zones, first one close to 
Merkezefendi Mosque, second one close to Yenikapı Mavlavi House, and third one 
close to Seyitnizam Mosque. 
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Urban business areas consist of 7 types of uses, the largest share belonging to 
industrial use with a total area of 5 hectares and a ratio of 2.13%. Manufacturing as 
minor industry is observed in totally 7 divisions. Commercial uses follow industry 
with 4 land divisions and 1.65%. These are followed by storage areas, one gas 
station and 2 administrative units with ratios 0.46%, 0.29% and 0.03% relatively. 
Third group of land uses, social infrastructure areas consist of 4 types by 
educational, cultural, health and religious facilities. Health facilities including 
Yedikule Chest Disease Hospital cover the largest area among social facilities with 
an area of 19 hectares and percentage of 8.03% compared to the project area. 
There are 8 land divisions of educational uses, most of which belongs to primary 
schools. The cultural facilities in the project area including Yenikapı Mavlavi House 
cover a total area of 0.7 hectare. Religious facilities constitute around 1.5 hectares 
which involve the important cultural and historic values of Merkezefendi Mosque, 
Seyitnizam Mosque and Balıklı Church and Holy Spring. 
There are 3 parks in the area, largest of which is named Topkapı City Park located 
by D-100 highway. In the project area parks cover a total of 2 hectares whereas 
sports areas cover 8.6 hectares in totally 4 divisions. One important facility within the 
borders of the project area is Abdi İpekçi Sports Complex, an international facility at 
provincial level. The largest portion of land use belongs to the cemeteries with 73.21 
hectares and 30.65% totally. Topkapı Cemetery is the largest one besides other 
cemeteries of moslims and non-mopslims. 
As for technical infrastructure there are two types of vehicle parks in the study area, 
one of which is mass parking terminal and two are heavy vehicle garages. Totally 11 
divisions are for urban infrastructure and services with a total area of 4.9 hectares. 
There are two plot for agricultural and one plot for military uses. Vacant spaces 
constitute 10.89% of the total study area by 19 plots. 
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Figure 5.7: Land use distribution analysis of Culture Valley Project area 
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Ownership distribution in Culture Valley Project area is very fragmented. There are 
17 types of property owners, 10 of which are combined. Private, Treasury, states 
(central government), Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality (IMM), Zeytinburnu 
Municipality, foundations, and private and muncipal companies are the parties 
having share in the study area. The leading share belongs to Istanbul Metropolitan 
Municipality, with the use of cemeteries, with almost half proportion. Second biggest 
share in turn indicates foundations which are mostly represented by health facilities. 
Consequent ownership types vary according to land use and sizes. 
As for the listed buildings in the project area there are listed monuments, listed 
cemeteries, samples of listed civic architecture, buildings proposed to be conserved, 
buildings grouped by Board of Protection, buildings to be proposed by Zeytinburnu 
Municipality for listing, and listed plots of land. The 29 buildings in this manner are 
considered in the area composing the outstanding historic values that stimulate the 
concept of the project. The most important of these buildings are the four cultural 
focuses of Culture Valley Project which will be examined in more details in the next 
chapter, followed by Merkezefendi Hammam by architect Sinan, Abdülbakipaşa 
Library, wooden houses, Hamuşan Cemetery, Erikli Baba Tomb, the gate of Medical 
Herbs Park, and Yedikule Chest Disease and Armenian Hospitals. 
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Figure 5.8: Land ownership distribution analysis of Culture Valley Project area 
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Figure 5.9: Listed buildings within Culture Valley Project area 
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5.3.2. Socio-Economic Structure Analysis of Culture Valley  
Examining the socio-economic structure of any project area is at least as important 
as that of physical structure. Thus, socio-economic profile of residents living in 
Culture Valley Project site will give important hints for the social and economic 
perpescitves of the area. Data delivered in this chapter were provided from the 
Social Pattern Research executed by Zeytinburnu Municipality. Interpretations below 
are based on these data. 
In the project area an amount of 295 households are interviewed over a total of 418 
households. Thus, 1143 persons are totally interviewed within the survey carried out 
by Zeytinburnu Municipality. Analysis of socio-economic structure of project site is 
reviewed in four groups below: population structure, education, employment and 
social security. 
Population structure 
According to the survey data 46% of the population consists of women and 54% of 
men. Highest percentage (20.30%) of population belongs to ages 25 to 34, and 15 
to 24 with 16.10% is followed by 35 to 44 with 14.70% relatively. According to the 
population pyramid age group 25 to 34 shows the highest portion in both genders. 
Table 5.2: Distribution of Population According to Age in Culture Valley Project Area 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                  
 
          
 
 
 
 
Analyzing house ownership in the project area, 50.51% of the population is house 
owners whereas 29.15% is tenants. Another notice in house ownership is that 20% 
of the population dwells in relatives’ units. This explains the point that nuclear 
families belonging to a larger relationship mostly live in the same or near buildings. 
Due to these results it is possible to state that most families living in the pilot project 
area do not pay housing fee. Gender ratio according to house ownership does not 
show difference compared to general population structure. 
Age Groups Male Female Total 
0 to 6 68 56 124 
7 to 14 85 60 145 
15 to 24 103 81 184 
25 to 34 117 115 232 
35 to 44 97 71 168 
45 to 54 58 61 119 
55 to 64 35 38 73 
65 to 79 43 38 81 
80 and over 2 4 6 
Unknown 5 6 11 
Total 613 530 1143 
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Table 5.3: Distribution of House Ownership in Culture Valley Project Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Education 
Educational background in the project area is relatively low. Approximately 57.17% 
of the population is graduated from primary school. About 20% is literate whereas 
1.48% is graduated from high-school and 7% from secondary school. 8.23% of the 
population is illiterate. 
Analysing educational background according to house ownership, it is observed that 
primary school level shows the highest portion in each category. Other portions are 
similar to general data. 
Table 5.4: Distribution of Educational Background According to House Ownership 
and Gender in Culture Valley Project Area 
  House Owner Tenant 
Relative’s 
House Other 
   M F Total M F Total M F Total M F Total
Primary School 175 141 316 84 78 162 58 51 109 - 1 1 
Adv. Primary 
School 26 22 48 22 13 35 13 8 21 - - - 
Secondary School 19 18 37 12 9 21 9 8 17 - - - 
High School 8 1 9 6 1 7 1 5 6 - - - 
Two-year Degree 1 - 1 1 1 2 3 1 4 - - - 
Ungraduated 39 35 74 33 23 56 22 15 37 1 1 1 
Li
te
ra
te
 
Unknown 3 2 5 - 2 2 - - 0 - - - 
Not Literate 6 24 30 3 9 12 - 6 6 1 - - 
TOTAL 102  77 179 58 48 106 43 2 45 2 2 2 
 
Employment 
In the project area unemployed portion is higher than working portion. The reason is 
that majority of female population in the pilot project site is housewives. Despite 
employed and unemployed men ratios are close, unemployed women are relatively 
more than employed ones. Examining recruitment according to house ownership, 
House Ownership Household Amount 
House Owner 149 
Tenant 86 
Relative’s House 59 
Other 1 
Total 295 
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house owners have highest ratio in working population. Tenants and living in 
relatives’ house follow house owners relatively. 
Table 5.5: Distribution of Employment Status According to House Ownership and 
Gender in Culture Valley Project Area 
  Employed Unemployed
Outside 
labour force Unknown 
M 146 17 145 2 House Owner 
F 11 18 233 3 
M 86 15 82 3 Tenant 
F 15 8 131 1 
M 66 3 46 0 Relative’s 
House F 4 9 95 0 
M 0 1 1 0 Other 
F 0 0 1 0 
M 298 36 274 5 Total 
F 30 35 460 4 
Analysing distribution of employed population according to sectors, manufacturing 
industry has the leading ratio. This is due to the large leather and textile industry 
areas in Zeytinburnu District. Second highest ratio belongs to retail and wholesale 
commerce, whereas third is public service and forth is of transportation, 
communication and storage services. Other sectors show very small portions. 
Comparing sector distribution according to house ownership, it is observed that all 
sectors have similar ratios in sectoral and general distribution. 
Table 5.6: Distribution of Economic Sector Status According to House Ownership 
and Gender in Culture Valley Project Area 
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M 78 1 4 14 8 3 12 26 1 147 House 
Owner F 1 - - 1 - - 2 7 3 14 
M 40 1 1 12 7 1 9 15 3 89 Tenant 
F 4 - - 2 1 - 5 3 1 16 
M 47 - - 4 1 1 6 7 - 66 Relative’s 
House F 1 - - 1 - - 2 - - 4 
Total   171 2 5 34 17 5 36 58 8 336 
Social security 
Nearly half of the population in the project area (46%) does not belong to any social 
security institution. Most of the population having social security is of Social Security 
Organization (SSO). 45% of the total population benefits from SSO, 7% benefits 
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from Social Security Organization for Artisans and the Self-Employed and 1% 
belongs to Retirement Fund. Rest 1% owns Green Card (needliness card).  
Table 5.7: Distribution of Social Security status According to House Ownership in 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project Area 
Institution House owner Tenant
Relative’s 
House Other 
SSO 288 149 73 - 
SSO for Artisans and the Self-
Em. 59 4 15 - 
Retirement Fund 4 7 4 - 
Green Card - 15 - - 
None 224 166 131 4 
Total 575 341 223 4 
The above data and evaluations indicate that residents of Culture Valley Project site 
show dramatic characteristics. In summary, majority of the population is young, 
aged between 25 and 34; owner of the dwelling unit; poorly educated, particularly at 
primary school level; employed or outside labour force; working in manufacturing 
industry; and either receiving the insurance of Social Security Organisation or not 
insured at all. Relationing the distributions with house ownership and gender aims at 
inferring more detailed insight into socio-economic structure. 
5.3.3. Cultural Focuses within Project Area 
Culture Valley Project area is analysed in the means of physical and socio-economic 
structures in the previous chapters, providing an understanding of the existing 
scheme. However, the four cultural focuses within project area are the outstanding 
cultural and historic values that stimulate the concept of Culture Valley Project. 
Therefore, these focuses need to be examined in more details in the scope of this 
study. 
Cultural focuses are involved in Phase 1 of Culture Valley Project, namely 
Rehabilitation of Cultural Axis. This project phase spatially constitute 66 hectares of 
the whole project area of 240 hectares. Cultural axis lays within the project area 
along 2.1 km through north-south direction, reaching to Topkapı City Park in the 
north. 
Cultural axis is the backbone of Culture Valley Project. It involves the most important 
cultural values and supports linking of other four phases of the project. That is why 
planning and implementation of the whole project is programmed to start by 
rehabilitation of cultural axis by Zeytinburnu Municipality administrative bodies.
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Figure 5.10: Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project Phase 1: Rehabilitation Axis 
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The phase ‘Rehabilitation of Cultural Axis’ aims to integrate the cultural focuses by 
physically linking them through urban planning and design tools. By this way, the 
forthcoming ‘synergy’ will provide cultural attraction and development of the whole 
area in the means of social, cultural, physical and economic improvement of the 
urban regeneration scheme. The mission of cultural activity will also be 
strengthened in this respect. 
Information on the history of focus buildings is compiled from the comprehensive 
study of Evren (2006), ‘Surların Öte Yanı—The Other Side of the City Walls’, being 
the main source of research in the four chapters below: 
The four cultural focuses which will be analysed in details in the following chapters 
are: 
1. Merkezefendi Mosque, 
2. Yenikapı Mavlavi House, 
3. Balıklı Holy Spring and Church, and 
4. Seyitnizam Mosque 
and their close surroundings. 
 
Figure 5.11: Cultural focuses within Culture Valley Project area 
 90
5.3.3.1. Merkezefendi Mosque and Close Surroundings 
Merkezefendi Mosque was constructed by Shah Sultan, sister of Sultan Suleiman 
the Magnificent between 1552 and 1572, for Sheikh Mousa Muslihidin Efendi, one of 
the renowned (medical) doctors of the time of Suleiman the Magnificent. It is 
indicated in the epitaph on the gate of the courtyard of Merkez Efendi Mosque that 
the mosque was renovated by Sultan Mahmud II between 1837 and 1838. 
In his Istanbul Encyclopedia, M. Baha Tanman details this mosque-God’s House as 
follows: Occupying a rectangular area (17 x 16), the mosque-God’s House displays 
the design of a small mosque with stone walls and a folded ceiling. 
 
Figure 5.12: Views of Merkezefendi Mosque (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007) 
Merkezefendi Traditional Medicine Festival is held annually in the court of 
Merkezefendi Mosque and the square. Traditionally ‘mesir’ paste is distributed 
during this festival besides similar types of activites take place; and panels are 
organised to improve public learning on medical acquirement. However, a 
continuous problem so far about this festival is the inadequacy in space regarding 
the square. 
This cultural focus involves Merkezefendi Mosque, Tomb and Fountain; 
Abdülbakipaşa Children Library; wooden mansion and wooden dormitory building; 
and Merkezefendi Cemetery. Basic principles regarding the urban design project are 
as follows (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007): 
▪ Preserving the scale and dimensions of Merkezefendi Square while 
searching for alternatives to solve the spatial insufficiency during the festival 
period; 
▪ Renewing the groung floor tiles by natural materials; 
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▪ Keeping the planting at minimum in height and quantity for providing easy 
circulation in the square considering the Merkezefendi Festival and other 
cultural activities that will be held here; 
▪ Considering the accessibility of the disabled and protocol vehicles; 
▪ Returning to the original ground altitude as used to be in the original state of 
the square; 
▪ Restricting the number of floors at the surrounding of the mosque and 
square and forbearing from concrete structures; 
▪ Designing small scale social services such as cafés in order to vitalize the 
use of area; 
▪ Proposing a mini amphitheatre for the cultural activities that will take place 
around square. 
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Figure 5.13: Urban Design Project Area for the Cultural Focus of Merkezefendi 
Square and Close Surroundings 
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5.3.3.2. Yenikapı Mavlavi House and Close Surroundings 
Yenikapı Mavlavi House is the second convent introduced by the Order in Istanbul, 
after the Galata Mavlavi House. It is among large-scale complexes of the Order, 
which is accepted as a lodge or convent. In terms of both the width of the building it 
sits on and the diversity of its component structures, it has the characteristic of being 
the most comprehensive Mavlavi complex in Istanbul. 
Yenikapı Mavlavi House was constructed in 1598, about one century later than the 
Galata Mavlavi House, by Janissary Chief Caliph Malkoç Mehmed Efendi. Five 
years after the first fire taking place in 1906, the building was reconstructed by 
Sultan Reshad. In the later fire of 1961 ‘semahane’, kitchen and tomb of the 
complex were totally ruined. 
 
Figure 5.14: Views of Yenikapı Mavlavi House (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007) 
This cultural focus involves Yenikapı Mavlavi House and Tomb; Hamuşan 
Cemetery; and the blasted wooden mansion. Some of the basic design principles 
regarding the urban design project for this focus area are as follows (Zeytinburnu 
Municipality, 2007): 
▪ Disposing the vehicle access to the north of Yenikapı Mavlavi House and 
proposing a square outstanding to Hamuşan Cemetery; 
▪ Paying special attention to the design of street furnitures and landscape; 
▪ Keeping the planting at minimum in height around the Mavlavi House; 
▪ Restorating the historic walls of Hamuşan Cemetery and purging the 
additional structures adjacent to these. 
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Figure 5.15: Urban Design Project Area for the Cultural Focus of Yenikapı Mavlavi 
House and Close Surroundings 
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5.3.3.3. Balıklı Holy Spring and Church and Close Surroundings 
The Holy Spring was built in mid-5th century near Panagia Church constructed 
during the era of Leon I (457-474). Located outside the city, this area gained 
importance after the construction of the church and the holy spring. Balıklı Church 
with its former name ‘Panagia’ was later enlarged by Iustinianus I (527-565). Just 
like the holy spring next to it, the church was damaged by plundering, attacks, 
earthquakes and neglect in certain periods and underwent several repairs so far. 
Reasons of damage and dates of repair are the same with those of Balıklı Holy 
Spring. Still surviving, the church was open to public again in 1835. 
The fame of being the first settlement outside the city walls and the religious 
importance of Balıklı Holy Spring and Church flow beyond Istanbul. The belief that 
the spring water is the source of cure is a core reason of visits. 
 
Figure 5.16: Views of Yenikapı Mavlavi House (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007) 
This cultural focus involves Balıklı Holy Spring and Greek Church; walls and bakery 
of old nursing home for elderly; and Balıklı Armenian Cemetery and Church. Few of 
the basic design principles regarding the urban design project for this focus area are 
as follows (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007): 
▪ Purging the building group to the north of church except the listed building 
which will proposed to transform into museum function;  
▪ Planning public transport access to the area due to proposed museum use; 
▪ Doing façade renewal at buildings around the Balıklı Church complex. 
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Figure 5.17: Urban Design Project Area for the Cultural Focus of Balıklı Greek 
Church and Holy Spring and Close Surroundings 
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5.3.3.4. Seyitnizam Mosque and Close Surroundings 
Founder of the Seyitnizam lodge is the Sheikh of Nakshibendie Order, Seyyid 
Nizameddin Efendi, who in the period of Sultan Yavuz Selim came to Istanbul from 
Baghdat. The mosque is gueesed to be constructed in the second quarter of 16th 
century. There is no up-to-date document on the destruction of the building, but it 
was reconstructed by Kalfa Ebrunigar in 1872. After closure of lodges in the period 
of Republic the building was converted into a mosque. 
 
Figure 5.18: Views of Yenikapı Mavlavi House (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007) 
This cultural focus involves Seyitnizam Mosque, Tomb and Fountain; and 
Seyitnizam Cemetery. Few of the basic design principles regarding the urban design 
project for this focus area are as follows (Zeytinburnu Municipality, 2007): 
▪ Pedestrianising the road passing between Seyitnizam Mosque and 
Cemetery and placing seating along this road; 
▪ Proposing bus stop for access to the proposed pedestrian way; 
▪ Orienting the gate of the new mosque in construction to the proposed 
pedestrian road; 
▪ Renewing the walls of the mosque with a new wall design; 
▪ Purging the unhealthy planting along the walls and entrance of the mosque; 
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Figure 5.19: Urban Design Project Area for the Cultural Focus of Seyitnizam 
Mosque and Close Surroundings 
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5.4. Measuring Impact of Culture on Regeneration Practice 
Based on the description in the previous chapters, the five project phases as a 
whole constitute the urban regeneration activity within Culture Valley Project, 
whereas Phase 1, namely Rehabilitation of Culture Axis, constitutes the spine of the 
whole by hosting the four cultural focuses. Cultural activities accumulating around 
these focuses transform the urban regeneration activity of Culture Valley Project into 
a culture-led urban regeneration scheme in this respect. 
So far, measurement of culture’s impact for successful culture-led urban 
regeneration projects has been evidenced to be an obvious necessity. For that 
reason, execution of an impact assessment study over Zeytinburnu Culture Valley 
Project which is already a part of the Istanbul ECOC 2010 regeneration programme 
will undoubtedly provide a sample for the future success of the city. 
In this context, cultural indicators should be developed for the case study of Culture 
Valley Project. These indicators then should be tested to reveal the expected the 
impacts of culture; and outcomes of the measurement should be evaluated to reveal 
impacts expectations of such culture-led urban regeneration programmes.  
5.4.1. Developing Culture Valley Project Indicators 
Development of cultural indicators for Culture Valley Project requires considering the 
existing literature and cases as well as the specific conditions of the study area. 
In this context, the two theoretical studies of Matarasso (1997) and Evans (2005) 
that are derived from cultural indicators literature of the third section, and the 
practical cultural indicators of Liverpool Impacts 08 model (2007b) which currently 
continue to be developed within the ongoing research programme will be examined 
at this part of the study. 
Thus, before extracting the case study indicators it is necessary to review these 
three indicator lists together. A comparison table below is provided for this purpose. 
Four types of regeneration and six areas of impact are defined by Impacts 08 model 
and sustained in this table as well as in the grouping used in the case study to help 
develop a common understanding of the cultural indicators and to allow comparison. 
Indicator definitions are developed upon the same respect according to all three 
studies reviewed. 
 100
 
 101
This table shows that each of three cultural indicator studies provides common and 
separate emphases compared to the other two. 
Matarasso’s work of cultural indicators more dominantly focuses on social impacts 
of culture urban regeneration and redevelopment. So his indicators major on social 
type of regeneration. Evans, mainly searching for the evidence of impacts of culture 
in urban regeneration pays a more homogenous attention on all regeneration types 
and areas of impact. Yet, Liverpool Impacts 08 programme aims to extract more 
quantitative data in examining the cultural indicators. This lets the model bring a 
different approach to assessment of indicators, searching for numbers even if the 
indicator definition is largely qualitative. 
On the other hand, there are some common indicator definitions each of three 
studies appears to pay attention. These include involvement of public in cultural 
activities; improving their interest towards these activities; involvement of volunteer 
groups; rehabilitation of vulnerable groups such as women, children, elderly, 
disabled and crime oriented youth in cultural and social regeneration while physical 
definitions set forth focus on the distribution of proposed urban uses and 
accessibility, and economic regeneration related ones focus on job creation, 
increase in employment and bringing the opportunity of new business areas. 
As is known, cultural indicators can be qualitative and quantitative. All three cases 
compared above depend on both types of indicators at different weights. As 
indicated in the scope and methodology of the case study, the case of Culture 
Valley Project conducts qualitative measurement by addressing the survey 
questions to local residents. The reason behind this is the aim to enable an 
understanding on the perception and expectation of Culture Valley inhabitants on 
the relation between the project and the areas they live in. Thus, the cultural 
indicators asked to respondents just like their answers will be subjective, in other 
words, qualitative. Of course quantitative measurement has to be carried on the 
cultural, social, physical and economic impacts of these expectations. The literature 
on measurement of impact of culture and its indicators abstracted and the practical 
base of the studies mentioned in this study set an example for the description of 
quantitative indicators alongside the qualitative ones. 
As a result, the indicator definitions which are supported by the above mentioned 
indicator development studies are to be adapted to Culture Valley Project. However, 
the condition of determining area based specific indicators requires development of 
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new definitions. Below is the set of Culture Valley Project indicator definitions 
developed on the basis of the focuses of above cases. 
Table 5.9: Cultural indicator grouping and definition for Culture Valley Project 
1. CULTURAL REGENERATION 
City’s cultural system 
▪ Involvement of public 
▪ Interest towards cultural activities 
▪ Setting an example for other cities 
▪ City/district vision on culture 
▪ Local government and public capacity 
▪ Sociability within district in general 
▪ Intercultural contact and collaboration 
3. PHYSICAL REGENERATION 
Physical infrastructure and sustainability 
▪ Cultural emphasis in the plan 
▪ Proposed functions (housing, 
commerce, accommodation, public 
spaces, green spaces) 
▪ Transportation network 
▪ Accessibility (public transport/private) 
▪ Parking spaces 
▪ Security concerns 
Philosophy and management of the 
process 
▪ Public confidence on project 
management 
▪ Managerial level informing for public on 
the process 
▪ Partnerships 
2. SOCIAL REGENERATION 
Cultural access and participation 
▪ Community cooperation and networking 
▪ Effective public participation 
▪ Involvement of volunteers 
▪ Representation of different cultures 
▪ Contact between the generations 
▪ Rehabilitation of 
adults/children/unhealthy 
▪ Need of enjoyment 
▪ Creativity impulsion 
Image, identity and sense of place 
▪ Cultural leadership in regional 
competitiveness 
▪ Positive perception of project 
▪ Liveability 
▪ Image and reputation of the area 
▪ Pride and sense of belonging 
▪ Meeting cultural expectations 
▪ Understanding of different perspectives 
4. ECONOMIC REGENERATION 
Economic impacts and processes 
▪ Job creation and employment 
▪ Land values 
▪ Funding provision 
Like in the comparison table, the four types of regeneration and six areas of impact 
are conserved in the indicator definition for Culture Valley Project case; however, 
according to the area-specific conditions based on the physical and socio-economic 
structure analyses some definitions are proposed additionally. The particular 
emphases given to impact assessment of this area focus on educative purposes 
and public involvement, communication and participation due to low degree of 
education; perceptions of residents on the outcomes of culture driven urban 
regeneration achemes at scales of Zeytinburnu and Istanbul; and sense of 
belonging and willingness as well as physical concerns of land use distribution. 
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5.4.2. Compatibility of Indicators at Culture Valley Area 
Cultural indicators of Zeytinburnu Cultural Valley Project to measure culture’s 
impacts on the urban regeneration programme are introduced in the survey 
questionnaire in Appendix A.1 and A.2. This survey is applied to 40 persons living 
within borders of the study area, around the 4 cultural focuses of Merkezefendi 
Mosque, Yenikapı Mavlavi House, Balıklı Church and Holy Spring, and Seyitnizam 
Mosque. As explained in the methodology of the case study, the respondents were 
chosen according to their level of attendance to the public participation activities and 
awareness on the project enterprises taking place in Zeytinburnu. 
Respondents belong to different groups of age, gender, education level and 
occupation grous and they show different aspects in the means of reason and 
duration of residence in the project area. This information was gathered from the 
questions in the introduction part of the questionnaire designed to extract a brief 
social profile of respondents. In this respect, tables are provided below and graphics 
are provided in Appendix C. 
Firstly, it is examined that majority (67%) of the 40 respondents are male wheres 
33% is females. 
Table 5.10: Gender distribution of survey respondents 
Gender Number of persons Percentage (%) 
Male 27 67 
Female 13 33 
Total 40 100 
Second, the distribution of ages of respondents varies in interval of 20 to 65, 
majority belonging to ages between 36 and 45 with 29%. Among repondents women 
belong to the interval of 26 and 45 ages. 
Table 5.11: Age distribution of survey respondents 
Ages Number of persons Percentage (%) 
25 and below 5 13 
26 to 35 8 20 
36 to 45 12 29 
46 to 55 10 25 
56 and over 5 13 
Total 40 100 
Average education level of respondents is compatible to the that of whole case area 
residents. 42% is graduated from primary school whereas 18% has not received any 
basic education and 13% is graduated from university. The relative low level of 
education is observed despite the youth among respondents. 
 104
Table 5.12: Education level distribution of survey respondents 
Education level Number of persons Percentage (%) 
University 5 13 
High school 6 14 
Secondary school 5 13 
Primary school 17 42 
Literate 6 15 
Illiterate 1 3 
Total 40 100 
Nearly half of respondents of the sampling are occupied with small business such as 
markets, hairdresser, coffee house, marginal sales, and the Merkezefendi 
Hammam. 4 persons are the imam and cemetery keeper of Merkezefendi and 
Seyitnizam Mosques whereas 16 are outside labour forcedue to retireness or 
inactivity. The total 13 women among respondents are either housewife of retired. 
Table 5.13: Occupation distribution of survey respondents 
Occupation Number of persons Percentage (%) 
Small business 17 42 
Services 1 3 
Religious affairs 4 10 
Engineering 1 3 
Retired 8 19 
Housewife 8 20 
Student 1 3 
Total 40 100 
Reason and duration of presence in Culture Valley Project area are characterised in 
relation. It shows that people living in the area are mostly long-term residents, some 
of who even have been living in the area since birth. This is represented by the 
majority of respondents residing for 26 to 35 years with 32%. This parameter is 
illustrated by 7 respondents residing in the area with both residential and 
commercial purposes while all 8 persons living in the area for longer than 36 years 
are represent due to residential occupation. 
Table 5.14: Duration of presence of survey respondents 
Duration of presence Number of persons Percentage (%) 
5 years and less 4 10 
6 to 15 years 5 13 
16 to 25 years 10 25 
26 to 35 years 13 32 
36 years and longer 8 20 
Total 40 100 
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Table 5.15: Reason of presence of survey respondents 
Reason of presence Number of persons Percentage (%) 
Residential 19 47 
Commercial 6 15 
Residential and 
Commercial 7 18 
Other 8 20 
Total 40 100 
Showing the social profile mentioned above 40 respondents were asked to score the 
52 descriptive statements within a spectrum of 1 to 5, 1 indicating ‘completely 
disagree’, 3 indicating ‘hesitate’ and 5 indicating ‘completely agree’. The scores 
obtained were then transformed into percentage values (1= 0%; 2= 25%; 3= 50%, 
4= 75% and 5= 100%). Below table show the arithmetic mean value in percentage 
and median value from 1 to 5. 
Table 5.16: Mean and median values of Culture Valley Project cultural indicators 
Indicator 
code Mean (%) Median 
Indicator 
code Mean (%) Median 
G.1. 58,12 4,00 2.11. 87,50 5,00 
G.2. 65,00 4,00 2.12. 93,12 5,00 
G.3. 71,25 4,00 2.13. 85,62 4,50 
G.4. 76,25 5,00 2.14. 79,37 4,00 
G.5. 69,37 4,00 2.15. 83,75 5,00 
G.6. 70,00 4,00 2.16. 73,75 4,00 
G.7. 45,00 3,00 2.17. 79,37 4,00 
G.8. 65,62 4,00 3.1. 77,50 4,00 
G.9. 66,87 4,00 3.2. 73,75 4,50 
1.1. 89,37 5,00 3.3. 86,25 5,00 
1.2. 85,00 4,00 3.4. 45,00 3,00 
1.3. 81,25 4,00 3.5. 75,00 4,00 
1.4. 86,87 5,00 3.6. 63,12 4,00 
1.5. 81,25 4,00 3.7. 49,37 3,00 
1.6. 90,00 5,00 3.8. 68,12 4,00 
1.7. 86,87 5,00 3.9. 72,50 4,00 
2.1. 88,75 5,00 3.10. 72,50 4,00 
2.2. 86,25 5,00 3.11. 73,12 4,00 
2.3. 84,37 5,00 3.12. 86,25 5,00 
2.4. 75,00 4,00 3.13. 94,37 5,00 
2.5. 80,00 4,00 3.14. 92,50 5,00 
2.6. 97,50 5,00 3.15. 93,12 5,00 
2.7. 86,27 5,00 3.16. 52,50 3,00 
2.8. 91,87 5,00 4.1. 91,25 5,00 
2.9. 67,50 4,00 4.2. 66,87 4,50 
2.10. 70,00 4,00 4.3. 77,50 4,00 
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To understand the statistical interpretation of the survey data, meaning cultural 
indicators as variables, will be based on either mean or median values, 95% of 
confidence interval is tested according to ‘Tests of Normality’ method of 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov: 
Table 5.17: Tests of Normality for Culture Valley Project cultural indicators 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (a) 
Indicator 
code Statistic df Signific. 
Indicator 
code Statistic df Signific. 
G.1. 0,209773667 40 0,00012 2.11. 0,372437138 40 0,00000 
G.2. 0,279300832 40 0,00000 2.12. 0,452025804 40 0,00000 
G.3. 0,249329232 40 0,00000 2.13. 0,317028256 40 0,00000 
G.4. 0,311258351 40 0,00000 2.14. 0,279434178 40 0,00000 
G.5. 0,225153453 40 0,00002 2.15. 0,29165939 40 0,00000 
G.6. 0,276055887 40 0,00000 2.16. 0,270781103 40 0,00000 
G.7. 0,184200016 40 0,00151 2.17. 0,26231163 40 0,00000 
G.8. 0,228115442 40 0,00002 3.1. 0,233320261 40 0,00001 
G.9. 0,252765721 40 0,00000 3.2. 0,27720274 40 0,00000 
1.1. 0,42469522 40 0,00000 3.3. 0,397378779 40 0,00000 
1.2. 0,303609144 40 0,00000 3.4. 0,197875936 40 0,00041 
1.3. 0,253594786 40 0,00000 3.5. 0,26494366 40 0,00000 
1.4. 0,364985405 40 0,00000 3.6. 0,19252065 40 0,00069 
1.5. 0,3041532 40 0,00000 3.7. 0,189328794 40 0,00094 
1.6. 0,39335428 40 0,00000 3.8. 0,250220523 40 0,00000 
1.7. 0,339985405 40 0,00000 3.9. 0,28856715 40 0,00000 
2.1. 0,374505584 40 0,00000 3.10. 0,282789988 40 0,00000 
2.2. 0,343513721 40 0,00000 3.11. 0,250230312 40 0,00000 
2.3. 0,330781452 40 0,00000 3.12. 0,353450868 40 0,00000 
2.4. 0,215196948 40 0,00007 3.13. 0,480474735 40 0,00000 
2.5. 0,267997249 40 0,00000 3.14. 0,452650188 40 0,00000 
2.6. 0,528975176 40 0,00000 3.15. 0,477025804 40 0,00000 
2.7. 0,368513721 40 0,00000 3.16. 0,266011377 40 0,00000 
2.8. 0,439932289 40 0,00000 4.1. 0,42644802 40 0,00000 
2.9. 0,202110657 40 0,00027 4.2. 0,302327859 40 0,00000 
2.10. 0,246239638 40 0,00000 4.3. 0,241683215 40 0,00000 
(a) Lilliefors Significance Correction 
As seen in the above table significance values for all variables fall far below the 
significance limit of 0.02. This assessment shows that it is ‘not normally distributed’. 
This is why in assessment of variables the median values of cultural indicators 
should be considered instead of arithmetic means. 
Before examining the impact of culture on urban regeneration in the case study of 
Culture Valley Project respondents were asked to score 9 statements regarding their 
general perceptions of Zeytinburnu and the case study area. This group of variables 
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(with indicator code ‘G’ seen in the above two tables) aim to measure respondents’ 
level of information on designation of Istanbul ECOC 2010 and Zeytinburnu Culture 
Valley Project, besides the general level of cultural cohesion they feel against 
district, and perceptions and opinions on the existing cultural activities independent 
from Culture Valley Project. 
In this context, the median of indicator group ‘G—general perceptions’ is 4.00 which 
shows that the above mentioned concerns are agreed by all respondents generally. 
Among these the indicator ‘Zeytinburnu is a place I want to live in’ raises the 
majority of ‘completely agree’ whereas the indicator ‘There is sufficient level of 
cultural activities in Zeytinburnu’ respondents are hesitating with the expectation of 
more cultural activities should take place in the district. This predicates the need 
towards culture driven urban regeneration schemes such as Culture Valley Project 
in case study area. 
Whole remaining cultural indicators in the survey concern Culture Valley Project 
directly, because respondents were asked to evaluate all these statements within 
scope of the project. 
As explained in the previous chapter, in evaluation of the survey results 4 types of 
urban regeneration and 6 types of areas of impact are provided for grouping the 
variables. This provides easy interpretation and comparison with the three studies 
(of Matarasso, Evans and Liverpool Impacts 08) on which the indicator definitions of 
the case study are identified. According to this, statistical evaluation regarding urban 
regeneration types are based on the table below: 
Table 5.18: Mean and median values according to regeneration type through 
Culture Valley Regeneration Project 
Type of urban regeneration Mean (%) Median 
Cultural regeneration 85,80 5,00 
Social regeneration 82,94 5,00 
Physical regeneration 74,83 4,00 
Economic regeneration 72,03 4,00 
According to the comparison of medians, impacts of culture on cultural and social 
dimensions of urban regeneration are seen to be considered ‘5= completely agree’, 
meaning more fundamental compared to impacts of physical and economic 
regeneration considered as ‘4= agree’. Indeed, all types of regeneration are 
expected to be judged in the means of securing impacts of culture. 
Evaluation of responses according to the areas of impact under the 4 regeneration 
types can be extracted from the table below: 
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Table 5.19: Mean and median values according to area of impact through Culture 
Valley Regeneration Project 
Area of impact Mean (%) Median 
City’s cultural system 85,80 5,00 
Cultural access and participation 82,75 5,00 
Image, identity and sense of place 83,21 5,00 
Physical infrastructure and sustainability 72,07 4,00 
Philosophy and management of the process 92,81 5,00 
Economic impacts and processes 72,03 4,00 
The median vales for variables of the 6 impact areas indicate that all areas are 
expected to be considered within culture-led urban regeneration activity of Culture 
Valley Project. Among these the impact areas concerning the cultural system within 
case study area; cultural access and participation; image, identity and sense of 
place; and philosophy and management of the project process are considered to be 
of high expectation whereas the impact areas of physical infrastructurfe and 
sustainability, and economic impacts and processes are also expected to be 
regarded. This shows that the former 4 areas of impacts are more important than 
the other 2 areas. Still, there is no area of impact which is regarded as hesitated or 
unexpected in the means of impact assessment. 
Besides evaluation of cultural indicator variables under the grouping of regeneration 
types or impact areas these variables can be evaluated one by one: 
Table 5.20: Distribution of median values of case study survey 
Median Number Percentage (%) 
5.00 20 38.46 
4.50 2 3.85 
4.00 26 50.00 
3.00 4 7.69 
Total 52 100 
 The results of ‘seriatim’ assessment show natural parallelism to the results of 
groupings. In general it can be concluded that all cultural indicators have –and are 
expected to have– impact on urban regeneration at a level of middle degree or 
higher, meaning at least the median of 3.00 with a majority of 4.00 with 50% of all 
cultural indicators. 
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5.5. Evaluation of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project Case Study 
In this section case study of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project is examined upon 
description of the physical and socio-economic structure analyses, cultural focuses 
which stimulate the culture driven urban regeneration activity constituting the project 
concept, and measurement of impacts of culture on this regeneration activity. In this 
respect, weighted cultural indicators and a points scoring framework developed in 
the study are applied to the culture-led regeneration scheme of Culture Valley 
Project to acquire helpful achievements in the delivery of sustainable environments 
in cultural, social, physical and economic means. 
The outcomes and achievements revealed from the case study are delivered in the 
conclusion section in details. 
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6. CONCLUSION 
The key to successful urban regeneration is not only what type of change or 
intervention is promoted, but how it is carried out. If it is delivered in a manner which 
is in accordance with the existing physical, economic, social and cultural dynamics 
of a place, it is likely to succeed. At this point culture is a critical aspect of mediating 
and articulating urban regeneration. By exploring this fact, the extent to which 
cultural activities and programmes contribute to the regeneration of urban areas has 
become a more central concern of researchers, governments and regeneration 
practitioners. Likewise, this study has aimed to highlight the importance and vitality 
of culture’s contribution to regeneration, as it has been disseminated to date. 
As mentioned before, existing literature research supports the interaction between 
culture and urban regeneration. Some of the crucial remarks on this subject that are 
mentioned in this study can be summarized as follows: 
▪ Global urban change is now characterised by alignments of economic and 
social with cultural forces (UNCHS, 2004). 
▪ The term regeneration has regained some of its older metaphoric uses, as 
an organic metaphor with a range of meanings from the renewal of national 
culture to the ‘holistic’ growth of sustainable communities, and has been 
central to national ‘urban policy’ now for the last three decades (Lees, 2003; 
Bailey et al., 2004; Amin et al., 2000). 
▪ While urban regeneration operations involve many areas of public 
intervention, an increasing number of cities in Europe are looking at cultural, 
retail and entertainment redevelopments to attract people back into the city 
(Bassett, 1993; Zukin, 1995; Bianchini, 1999; Law, 2000). 
▪ “My own blunt evaluation of regeneration programmes that don’t have a 
culture component is they don’t work. Communities have to be energised, 
they have to be given some hope, and they have to have the creative spirit 
released” (Hughes, 1998). 
▪ Across Europe, North America and elsewhere, cities have developed 
strategies to mobilize their cultural resources to help capture mobile 
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investment, attract high spending visitors, strengthen regional identity, and 
foster local support for urban regeneration programmes (Griffiths, 2006). 
According to the above statements and other given information and evaluations in 
this study concluding remarks to guide urban regeneration schemes regarding 
culture component can be stated as: 
▪ exploring what is meant by culture in the area, perhaps through public events 
by debating what is important to them about their way of life; 
▪ encouraging participation by including the views of sectors such as planners 
and developers, as well as community representatives to identify what 
should be included within the local definition of culture; 
▪ identifying key priorities for action and outcomes to be secured with the 
regeneration programme; 
▪ identifying current and potential links between cultural and community 
development which can provide a firm basis for integration focusing 
particularly on corporate priorities and on initiatives and resources linked to 
them; 
▪ focusing on the shared priorities and on quality of life concerns; 
▪ producing a guide for strategic planning, of how culture is already or could be 
linked to delivery of priorities in the area; 
▪ making use of existing data, researches and evidence to set a specific 
framework on cultural activities; 
▪ being clear on exactly what is aimed to achieve and why and how this 
enables the plan be sustainable in the mid to longer-term; 
▪ illustrating ways in which the wider contribution of culture can be 
demonstrated. 
Looking at the European context since last few decades, the European Capital of 
Culture (ECOC) programme stands as an important catalyst for interaction of urban 
regeneration and culture. This is mainly because cultural action in the EU has 
gradually shifted towards more localised initiatives in urban environments, carrying 
the ECOC programme to the centre of most European practice of culture oriented 
urban regeneration. Therefore, the ECOC programme is particularly examined in 
this manner within the scope of the study. 
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Based on the existing literature and practical reflections of the relevant European 
experience, some of the leading aspects of a successful ECOC programme 
involving culture driven urban regeneration scheme involve: 
▪ avoiding the predominance of a top down approach to decision-making for 
the sustainable outcomes of the programme; 
▪ ensuring that cultural investment is seen as a way to facilitate the creation 
and sustainable production of local culture for local consumption and cultural 
export; 
▪ ensuring that cultural investment brings people and communities along with 
it, investing in both them and their environment, in other words, involving the 
people; 
▪ measuring the impacts of culture for ensuring the performance of urban 
regeneration as well as for its other regenerative impacts in social, physical 
and economic dimensions; 
▪ developing longitudinal studies that monitor the progression of impacts and 
legacies in the long term by measuring the impacts of culture before, during 
and after the urban regeneration programme. 
Due to the nature of the ECOC programme, and as long as the main focus is on 
culture, the designated cities have to take the culture component into account when 
planning and implementing their urban regeneration schemes. Thus, in examination 
of Istanbul’s designation as European Capital of Culture in the year 2010, the 
opportunity to display a successful culture driven urban regeneration programme 
needs to be assessed. This study analyses Istanbul ECOC 2010 in order to identify 
a series of lessons regarding the culture’s contribution to urban regeneration and the 
regeneration practices of Istanbul ECOC 2010 programme. 
In addition to the research perspective, in this study, these lessons are derived from 
the case study of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project which proposes a strategic 
approach for testing measurable culture related variables that have impact on urban 
regeneration. Upon this approach evaluation of the case study provides a guiding 
set of ‘keys to success’ for achieving the desired impacts of culture for urban 
regeneration programme of Istanbul ECOC 2010 regarding cultural, social, physical 
and economic dimensions: 
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▪ Cultural Regeneration 
Istanbul’s cultural system needs to be characterized by embracing all Istanbul 
inhabitants through cultural and social activities; disseminating interest and 
concerns for arts and cultural activities through city; improving institutional and 
community capacity at local level; supporting city visioning by cultural activities; 
strengthening intercultural contact and collaboration through the city; 
encouraging other cities to follow cultural activities. 
▪ Social Regeneration 
Promotion of cultural access and participation should involve meeting cultural 
expectations of residents; providing public participation in the regeneration 
process; providing opportunity for public to involve in culture and arts activities; 
increasing involvement and activity of volunteering groups through cultural 
activities; stimulating creativity of individuals through cultural activities; 
supporting educational development of children; strengthening contact between 
generations; supporting quality of life of unhealthy people; representing different 
cultural identities clearly; corresponding need of enjoyment. 
In considering enhancement of image, identity and sense of place, Istanbul 
should become a pioneering city of Turkey/Europe by improving image and 
reputation towards the city; improving local sense of belonging for the area; 
improving sense of pride due to local traditions and cultures; demonstrating a 
positive change in the image of local government; improving cultural activities as 
a tool for understanding different political perspectives; positively affecting the 
psychology of individuals through cultural activities. 
▪ Physical Regeneration 
Within the regeneration practice, efforts regarding physical infrastructure and 
sustainability should consider increasing emphasis of culture in Istanbul ECOC 
programme to sufficient level; using historic buildings in cultural purposes (e.g. 
studio, museum, gallery); developing traditional and modern commercial use 
and accommodation facilities due to cultural activities; designing new developing 
housing areas to be consistent with traditional housing pattern; organizing 
building height not to exceed the city walls protection limit where necessary; 
developing new open spaces and parks; improving transportation network; 
improving access by public transportation and private vehicles; improving 
number and capacity of parking lots; solving social problems concerning crime 
rate and security through regeneration activities. 
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From the perspective of project management philosophy and management of 
the process require securing public confidence by local government on project 
management; informing public by local government on project process; 
encouraging partnerships in execution of the programme. 
▪ Economic Regeneration 
Economic impacts and processes need to be delivered by providing support 
for new job creation and employment; increasing land and property values; 
sourcing funding for social projects. 
For realizing the guiding principles and implications mentioned above in sustainable 
means, it is expected to assess impacts of culture in culture-led urban regeneration 
programme of Istanbul ECOC 2010 through longitudinal approach. Thus, it is 
possible to set the proposed longitudinal impact assessment practice on a timeline, 
indicating the necessity to carry out impact assessment before, during and after the 
ECOC year: 
 
Figure 5.20: Longitudinal impact assessment timeline proposal                               
for Istanbul ECOC 2010 
In conclusion, upon the opportunity of European Capital of Culture enabling a 
systematic culture-led regeneration programme, the impact of culture on urban 
regeneration should be measured for a successful culture-led regeneration scheme 
in Istanbul ECOC 2010, considering the longitudinal impact assessment method 
which releases sustainable inputs for the city and its inhabitants that are able to 
survive and develop beyond completion of the project. In this way effective usage of 
measurement and evaluation techniques in urban planning process can be 
supported leading to successful outcomes that can be achieved through strategic 
planning of Istanbul and most urban environments. 
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APPENDIX A.1 
RESEARCH ON ‘IMPACT OF CULTURE’ REGARDING 
ZEYTİNBURNU CULTURE VALLEY PROJECT 
UNDER SCOPE OF ISTANBUL EUROPEAN CAPITAL OF CULTURE 2010 
 
Date ............................... Location ............................... 
Hour ............................... Interviewer ............................... 
 
    Respondent’s; 
Age ............................... Occupation ............................... 
Gender ............................... Duration of presence ............................... 
Education level ............................... Reason of presence ? Resid. ? Comm. 
? Other ..................... 
 
ZEYTINBURNU CULTURE VALLEY PROJECT 
Istanbul is designated as the European Capital of Culture for the year 2010. Zeytinburnu 
District, as well, hosts an important project within this programme. The scope of 
Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project embraces amelioration of the vacant lots that emerged 
with the downfall of the historic city walls, the old cemeteries and neighbourhoods as a 
result of a rapid urbanization process distorted by the inappropriate allocation of the land; 
the removal of production plants that pollute the environment; and issues relating to the 
transportation system linking the centres and peripheries of historical areas to the exterior 
and which impact on the whole area. This questionnaire aims at measuring the impact of 
culture on creating liveable cities, which is the subject of the MSc thesis. Thus, the answers 
you will direct will enlighten the scientific study in this respect. 
 
Please specify the level of agreement for the below statements. 
(Point out the most relevant choice indicating 5 = completely agree, 1 = completely disagree) 
 
GENERAL IMPRESSION 1 2 3 4 5 
G.1. I have a thorough knowledge of designation of 
Istanbul ECOC 2010. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.2. I have a thorough knowledge of Zeytinburnu 
Culture Valley Project. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.3. I believe Istanbul’s ECOC designation will effect 
the image of Zeytinburnu positively. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.4. Zeytinburnu is a place I want to live in. ? ? ? ? ? 
G.5. I feel cultural cohesion for Zeytinburnu. ? ? ? ? ? 
G.6. I am interested in the cultural activities in 
Zeytinburnu. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.7. There is sufficient level of cultural activities in 
Zeytinburnu. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.8. Cultural activities in Zeytinburnu should be 
followed by other districts. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.9. Opportunity is provided for public to involve in 
culture and arts activities in Zeytinburnu. 
? ? ? ? ? 
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Please specify the level of agreement for the below statements. 
(Point out the most relevant choice indicating 5 = completely agree, 1 = completely disagree) 
 
Please evaluate all statements below within scope of Zeytinburnu Culture Valley Project. 
 
1. CULTURAL REGENERATION      
District’s cultural system 1 2 3 4 5 
1.1. Cultural and social activities should embrace all 
Zeytinburnu residents. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.2. Interest and concerns for arts and cultural activities 
should be disseminated through district. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.3. Institutional capacity should be improved at local 
level. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.4. Community capacity should be improved at local 
level. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.5. Cultural activities should support district visioning. ? ? ? ? ? 
1.6. Intercultural contact and collaboration should be 
strengthened through district. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.7. Cultural activities should be followed by other 
districts. 
? ? ? ? ? 
      
2. SOCIAL REGENERATION      
Cultural access and participation      
2.1. Cultural expectations of residents should be met. ? ? ? ? ? 
2.2. Public participation should be provided in the 
regeneration process. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.3. Opportunity should be provided for public to 
involve in culture and arts activities. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.4. Cultural activities should increase involvement and 
activity of volunteering groups. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.5. Cultural activities should stimulate creativity of 
individuals. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.6. Support should be provided for educational 
development of children. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.7. Contact should be strengthened between 
generations. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.8. Quality of life of unhealthy people should be 
supported to increase. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.9. Different cultural identities should be clearly 
represented. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.10. Need of enjoyment should be corresponded. ? ? ? ? ? 
Image, identity and sense of place      
2.11. Zeytinburnu should become a pioneering district of 
Istanbul. 
? ? ? ? ? 
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2.12. Image and reputation towards project area should 
be improved. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.13. Local sense of belonging against the area should be 
improved. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.14. Sense of pride should be improved due to local 
traditions and cultures. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.15. The image of local government should demonstrate 
a positive change. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.16. Cultural activities should serve as a tool for 
understanding different political perspectives. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.17. Cultural activities should positively affect the 
psychology of individuals. 
? ? ? ? ? 
      
3. PHYSICAL REGENERATION      
Physical infrastructure and sustainability      
3.1. Emphasis of culture in Culture Valley Project plan 
should be at sufficient level. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.2. Historic buildings should be used in cultural 
purposes (e.g. studio, museum, gallery). 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.3. Traditional and modern commercial use should be 
developed due to cultural activities. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.4. Hotel function should be developed according to 
cultural activities. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.5. New developing housing areas should be consistent 
with traditional housing pattern.  
? ? ? ? ? 
3.6. Building height should not exceed the city walls 
protection limit. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.7. Building density should be increased. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.8. New open spaces and parks should be developed. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.9. Transportation network should be improved. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.10. Access should be provided to the area by public 
transportation. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.11. Access should be provided to the area by private 
vehicles. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.12. Number and capacity of parking lots should be 
improved. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.13. Regeneration activities should solve social 
problems concerning crime rate and security. 
? ? ? ? ? 
Philosophy and management of the process      
3.14. Public confidence should be secured by local 
government on project management. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.15. Public should be informed by local government on 
project process. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.16. Partnerships should be encouraged. ? ? ? ? ? 
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4. ECONOMIC REGENERATION      
Economic impacts and processes 1 2 3 4 5 
4.1. Support should be provided for new job creation and 
employment. 
? ? ? ? ? 
4.2. Land and property values should increase. ? ? ? ? ? 
4.3. Funding should be sourced for social projects. ? ? ? ? ? 
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APPENDIX A.2 
İSTANBUL 2010 AVRUPA KÜLTÜR BAŞKENTİ KAPSAMINDA  
ZEYTİNBURNU KÜLTÜR VADİSİ PROJESİ  
‘KÜLTÜR ETKİSİ’ ARAŞTIRMASI 
 
Tarih ............................... Lokasyon ............................... 
Saat ............................... Anketör ............................... 
 
    Anketi yanıtlayan kişinin; 
Yaşı ............................... Mesleği ............................... 
Cinsiyeti ............................... Bulunma süresi ............................... 
Eğitim düzeyi ............................... Bulunma nedeni ? Konut ? Ticaret 
? Diğer ..................... 
 
KÜLTÜR VADİSİ PROJESİ (KVP) 
İstanbul, 2010 yılı.’Avrupa Kültür Başkenti’ seçilmiştir. Zeytinburnu İlçesi de tarihi ve kültürel 
değerleri nedeniyle bu program kapsamında önemli projelere ev sahipliği yapmaktadır. Zeytinburnu 
Kültür Vadisi proje konusu, elli yıldır kaydedilen hızlı şehirleşme ve yanlış arazi kullanım kararları 
nedeniyle bölgenin tarihi surlardan başlayarak, mezarlıkların, eski mahallerinin yok olmasıyla ortaya 
çıkmış boş alanların düzenlenmesi, kirletici ve seviyesiz imalat alanlarının kaldırılması, tarihi 
mahallerinin önemli odaklarının ve çevrelerinin dış alanlara hizmet veren ve bütün alanı etkileyen 
ulaşım sorunlarını kapsamaktadır. Anket, yüksek lisans tez konusu olan kültürel aktivitelerin sağlıklı 
kentler oluşturmadaki etkisinin ölçülmesini hedeflemektedir. Vereceğiniz cevaplar bu yönde bilimsel 
çalışmaya ışık tutacaktır. 
 
Aşağıdaki ifadelere ne ölçüde katıldığınızı belirtiniz. 
(5 = tamamen katılıyorum, 1 = hiç katılmıyorum olmak üzere en uygun şıkkı işaretleyiniz.) 
 
GENEL İZLENİMLER 1 2 3 4 5 
G.1. İstanbul’un 2010 Kültür Başkenti olduğunu 
konusunda bilgi sahibiyim. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.2. Zeytinburnu Kültür Vadisi Projesi konusunda bilgi 
sahibiyim. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.3. Avrupa Kültür Başkenti programının 
Zeytinburnu’nun imajını olumlu yönde etkileyeceğini 
düşünmekteyim 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.4. Zeytinburnu yaşamak istediğim bir yerdir. ? ? ? ? ? 
G.5. Zeytinburnu’na kültürel olarak bağlılık 
hissetmekteyim. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.6. Zeytinburnu’ndaki kültürel faaliyetlere ilgi 
duymaktayım. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.7. Zeytinburnu’nda yeterli düzeyde kültürel etkinlik 
bulunmaktadır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.8. Zeytinburnu’ndaki kültürel faaliyetler diğer ilçeler 
tarafından örnek alınmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
G.9. Zeytinburnu’nda kültür ve sanat faaliyetlerinde yer 
alma fırsatı verilmektedir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
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Aşağıdaki ifadelere ne ölçüde katıldığınızı belirtiniz. 
(5 = tamamen katılıyorum, 1 = hiç katılmıyorum olmak üzere en uygun şıkkı işaretleyiniz.) 
 
Aşağıdaki ifadelerin tamamını Zeytinburnu Kültür Vadisi Projesi kapsamında 
değerlendiriniz. 
 
1. KÜLTÜREL DÖNÜŞÜM      
İlçenin Kültür Sistemi 1 2 3 4 5 
1.1. Kültürel ve sosyal etkinlikler tüm Zeytinburnu 
halkını kucaklamalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.2. Sanata ve kültürel etkinliklere duyulan ilgi ve merak 
ilçe genelinde güçlendirilmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.3. Yerel düzeyde ilçe yönetiminin kapasitesi 
güçlenmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.4. Yerel düzeyde toplumun kapasitesi güçlenmelidir. ? ? ? ? ? 
1.5. Kültürel etkinlikler ilçenin vizyonunun gelişmesine 
katkı sağlamalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.6. Kültürlerarası iletişim ve işbirliği ilçe genelinde 
güçlenmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
1.7. Kültürel etkinlikler diğer ilçeler tarafından örnek 
alınmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
      
2. SOSYAL DÖNÜŞÜM      
Kültürel Erişim ve Katılım      
2.1. Yöre halkının kültürel anlamdaki beklentileri 
karşılanmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.2. Yerel sakinlerin dönüşüm sürecine katılımı 
sağlanmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.3. Halka kültür ve sanat faaliyetlerinde yer alma fırsatı 
verilmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.4. Kültürel etkinlikler gönüllü kuruluşların katılım ve 
etkinliğini artırmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.5. Kültürel etkinlikler bireylerin yaratıcılığının 
gelişmesine katkı sağlamalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.6. Çocukların eğitim gelişimlerine katkıda 
bulunulmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.7. Kuşaklar arası iletişim güçlenmelidir. ? ? ? ? ? 
2.8. Alandaki sağlık sorunu yaşayan insanların yaşam 
kalitesinin artırılmasına yardımcı olunmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.9. Farklı kültürel kimlikler net biçimde temsil 
edilmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.10. Alan sakinlerinin eğlence gereksinimi 
karşılanmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
Kentsel imaj, kimlik ve algılama      
2.11. Zeytinburnu kültürel açıdan İstanbul’un önde gelen 
bir ilçesi haline gelmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
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 1 2 3 4 5 
2.12. Alanın imaj ve itibarında bir iyileşme söz konusu 
olmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.13. Sakinlerin alana yönelik aidiyet duygusu 
güçlenmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.14. Yerel gelenek ve kültürler sayesinde bu alanla 
övünülmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.15. Yerel yönetimin imajında olumlu yönde değişiklik 
olmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.16. Kültürel etkinlikler buradaki farklı politik ve 
sosyal fikirleri anlamak için araç oluşturmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
2.17. Kültürel etkinlikler buradaki bireylerin 
psikolojisinde olumlu etki yaratmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
      
3. FİZİKSEL DÖNÜŞÜM      
Fiziksel Altyapı ve Sürdürülebilirlik      
3.1. Kültürün Kültür Vadisi Projesi planındaki vurgusu 
yeterli düzeyde olmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.2. Tarihi yapılar kültürel (stüdyo, müze, galeri vb.) 
amaçla kullanılmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.3. Kültürel etkinlikler açısından geleneksel ve modern 
ticaret geliştirilmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.4. Kültürel etkinlikler açısından otel fonksiyonu 
getirilmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.5. Yeni konutlar geleneksel dokuyla uyumlu olmalıdır. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.6. Bina kat yüksekliği sur koruma sınırını aşmamalıdır. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.7. Yapı yoğunluğu artırılmalıdır. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.8. Yeni açık alanlar ve parklar yaratılmalıdır. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.9. Ulaşım bağlantıları yeterli düzeye getirilmelidir. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.10. Alanın toplu taşıma yoluyla kültür odaklarına 
erişilebilirliği sağlanmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.11. Alanın özel araç yoluyla kültür odaklarına 
erişilebilirliği sağlanmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.12. Otoparklar yeterli sayı ve kapasitede olmalıdır. ? ? ? ? ? 
3.13. Dönüşüm etkinlikleri suç oranı, güvenlik gibi 
sosyal sorunlara çözüm getirmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
Süreç Felsefesi ve Yönetimi      
3.14. Proje yönetimi anlamında ilçedeki yetkili kurumlar 
halka yönelik güven sağlamalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.15. İlçe yönetimi projenin süreci ile ilgili halkı 
bilgilendirmelidir. 
? ? ? ? ? 
3.16. Ortaklıkların kurulması teşvik edilmelidir. ? ? ? ? ? 
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4. EKONOMİK DÖNÜŞÜM      
Ekonomik Etkiler ve Süreçler 1 2 3 4 5 
4.1. Yeni iş alanlarının yaratılmasına ve istihdama katkı 
sağlanmalıdır. 
? ? ? ? ? 
4.2. Arazi ve mülk değerlerinde artış gerçekleşmelidir. ? ? ? ? ? 
4.3. Toplumsal projeler için kaynak sağlanmalıdır. ? ? ? ? ? 
 133
APPENDIX B 
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APPENDIX C 
Male
67%
Female
33%
 
Figure C.1: Gender distribution of survey respondents 
 
25 and below
13%
26 to 35
20%
36 to 45
29%
46 to 55
25%
56 and over
13%
 
Figure C.2: Age distribution of survey respondents 
 
University
13%
High school
14%
Secondary school
13%
Primary school
42%
Literate
15%
Illiterate
3%
 
Figure C.3: Education level distribution of survey respondents 
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Small business
42%
Engineering
3%
Retired
19%
Housewife
20%
Student
3%
Religious affairs
10%
Services
3%
 
Figure C.4: Occupation distribution of survey respondents 
 
Residential
47%
Commercial
15%
Other
20%
Residential and 
Commercial
18%
 
Figure C.5: Reason of presence of survey respondents 
 
5 years and less
10%
6 to 15 years
13%
16 to 25 years
25%
26 to 35 years
32%
36 years and longer
20%
 
Figure C.6: Duration of presence of survey respondents 
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